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EQUITY AND LAW LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
18, LINCOLN’s INN FIELDs, LCNDON, W.C., 


Whole-world policies in most cases free of charge. 
Policies indisputable and unconditional. 
SPECIMEN BONUSES. 
Actual additions made to Policies of £1,000 effected under Tables I. and II. 


—__—_— 








Pi NUMBER OF PREMIUMS PAID. 
ge 
at Entry. 





Ten. | Twenty. Thirty. 


2. | £ 
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211 0 
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£ 8. 
*736 0 
"819 0 

*939 10 
276 16 "1,126 0 
872 0 
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ExamMP_z.—A Policy for £1,000, effected 30 years ago by a person then aged 30 
would have increased to £1,819, or by more than 80 per cent. : 


In the cases marked * the Bonuses, if surrendered. would be more than 
sufficient to extinguish all future pate, and the Policy-holders would still 
be entitled to share in future profits. 


JARVIS-CONKLIN MORTGAGE TRUST CO. 
UNITED STATES AND LONDON. 





AUTHORISED OAPITAL ... 
SUBSORIBED and PAID-UP 


- $6,000,000 (about £1,237,000). 
-« $1,500,000 (about £309,000). 


This Company has its own offices and agencies throughout the Western States 
of America from the Mississippi River to the Pacifis Coast for the investment 


of money. 
It acts for Insurance Companies, Banks, Trust Companies, Solicitors, and 
private investors, in the United States and Europe. 


Its business and assets are officially audited by the Bank Commissioners of the 
States of New York and Connecticut, 


It issues its own Debentures at 5 and 54°/, for five or ten years, and receives 
money on deposit for fized terms from one to three years. 


Full see on application to the London Office, 95, Gresham- 
street, B.C. 
‘ E. L. SHELDON, London Manager. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 
ESTABLISHED OVER HALF CENTURY. 
FLEET STREET, LONDON. 





10, 





FREE, 
SIMPLE, 


SECURE. 





TOTAL ASSETS, £2,271,587. 


TRUSTEES. 
The Right Hon. Lord HALSBURY, Lord Chancellor of England. 
The Right Hon. Lord COLERIDGE, Lord Chief Justice of England. 
The Hon. Mr, Justice KEKEWIOH. 
Sir JAMES PARKER DEANE, @.0., D.C.L. 
FREDERICK JOHN BLAKE, Esq. 
WILLIAM WILLIAMS, Eeq. 
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ACTUARY AND MANAGER, 
E. COLQUHOUN, Esq. 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Atrnoven Saturday, the 11th inst., is the first da 
Sittings, neither division of the Court of Appeal will 
Monday, the 13th inst. 





of Hilary 
sit before 





As was anticrpatep, Mr. Justice Norra has decided to follow the 
example of Mr. Justice Currry and Mr. Justice Srretme, and to 
devote the whole of Monday in each week during the approaching 
sittings to chamber business. The profession will be glad to learn 
that the learned judge will take this business in his court, and not 
in his room adjoining bis chambers, which is inconveniently 
situated. 





Tue Cuancery cause lists will contain 589 cases, which is rather 
less than the average number. In the list of Mr. Justice Kay 
there are 134 cases; in that of Mr. Justice Currry 118; in that of 
Mr. Justice Norra 120; in that of Mr. Justice Srratuve 143; and 
in that of Mr. Justice Kexewicu 74. In the list of the Queen’s 
Bench Division there are 1,298 actions, including those for divi- 
sional courts, and, in addition, 47 bankruptey cases. There are 71 
admiralty actions. 





Tue Cause Lists will not be issued until next week, but the 
number of cases which will a in the list of will, it is 
anticipated, be much smaller usual. There are 36 Chancery 
final appeals, and 3 interlocutory, and with two appeals from the 
County Palatine of Lancaster, there are only 41 appeals before 
Court of Appeal No. 2. Before Court of Appeal No. 1 there are 
25 final appeals and 17 interlocutory, beaides 2 admiralty and 4 
bankruptcy appeals, making in all 48. The total of these two lists 
is 61 less than that of the Michaelmas Sittings. 





A pornt of practice was lately decided by the Court of ane 
which must be of very frequent occurrence, and to which, th 


it is important to call the attention of itioners. In Falck vy. 
Azthelen (ante, p. 141), the master, on the Ist of August, made an 
order, upon an application for further time to deliver a defence, 
giving the defendant ‘“‘a month perem ” to plead. The 
defendant, on the 9th of August, obtained an order that the plaintiff 
should deliver particulars of his claim, and these particulars were 
delivered on the 2ist of August. On the 5th of September the 
— signed lar age for want of a defence. The a 
applied to set aside this as irregularly signed, —— 
under ord. 19, r. 8, the time for ing was suspended during 
the period occupied in the delivery of the particulars, that 
es ee that, therefore, the time did not 
until the 12th of September. The court, however, refused to 
this contention. They held that the “ perem ” order 
not be altered or extended by implication ; that the meaning of the 
order was that the time for pleading was not to be extended beyond 
the month unless under special circumstances a further order was 
made expressly —— previous order ; and that ord. 19, r. 8, 
did not apply so as by implication to extend the time. There can 
be no doubt that a ‘‘ month” to plead means a month according to 
10 
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one of those rules being ord. 19, r. 8, which suspends the 
pleading in the case of an order for particulars, and many 
thought that the word “peremptory” did not alter the 
meaning of the word “month,” but was only an indication that no 
application for any further time would be granted. The court, 
however, have now decided that a ‘‘ month peremptory” to plead 
means that the pleading must be delivered within a month from 
the date of the order. 





From THE CORRESPONDENCE which has appeared in the Times it 
is evident that R. S. C., ord. 55, r. 74, which directs that certain 
orders in the Chancery Division should be drawn up by the chief 
clerks unless the judge otherwise directs, does not afford universal 
satisfaction. This order was framed in consequence of a resolution 
(No. 28) of Lord Szrzorne’s Committee, which reported in March, 
1886. Most of the rules framed on the resolutions of that com- 
mittee have effectually served the purpose they were intended for— 
that is to say, the expediting and otherwise facilitating business— 
but this rule in its inception was somewhat illogical, and in its 
operation appears to give rise to delays and consequent complaints. 
It long been notorious that the chief clerks of the chancery 
j had as much work to perform as they could well get through, 

that more work was being allotted to them from time to time ; 
notwithstanding this, some of the work of the registrars, who 

not particularly overburdened, was taken away from them 
handed over to the chief clerks. Had this been part of a well 
considered scheme for fusing the registrars, taxing masters, and 
chief clerks into one body, combining the duties of all, it might 
have proved to be a good beginning, although the opinions of those 
well acquainted with the practice of the courts are altogether 
adverse to such a scheme. That such a scheme has not been 
framed, and that the opinion of the chancery judges has been 
decidedly expressed in favour of retaining and not abolishing the 
i ords a sufficient reason for restoring to the registrars 
the business of which the rule above quoted has deprived them. 
The taxation of costs, instead of being sent to the taxing masters, 
may well take place in chambers in small and unimportant cases, 
but the special experience of the taxing masters, and the fact that 
are independent of all ae ee ee to 

bill of costs relates, renders it advisable that taxations 
a rule take place before them. Mr. Justice Kay’s cham- 
those respecting which animadversions on this subject 


place, and in those chambers the new practice is said to | P 


delays. Whatever ground there may be for such a complaint, 

are informed, the fact that many orders are drawn up in 

bers which the chief clerks of the other chancery judges 

to be drawn up by the registrars. In most large business 
transactions a division of labour is calculated to expedite matters, 
and although officialism, or as it is sometimes called ‘‘ red tape,” is 
wont to militate against this advantage as regards public business, 
there can be no question that, so long as this division exists, as ia 
the case of the three sets of officials before mentioned, the most 
— course is to give to each the work originally assigned to 





Tue case of Oliver v. Lewis (W. N., 1889, 224) which was 
recently decided in the Queen’s Bench Division, determines an 
importent question sffecting the jurisdiction of the county courts 
over leader proceedings remitted thereto from the High 
Court. It was there held that where an interpleader pleading, 
pending in the High Court, is remitted to the county court, under 
section 17 of the Judicature Act, 1884, the county court has power 
only to try the issue actually remitted, and cannot also adjudicate 
upon sn incidental claim to made by the claimant in the 

proceedings against the execution creditor or high bailiff. 
decision, be venture to ae age will have somewhat —_— 
consequences, we cannot that the court rd 
Corzxtvoz, C.J., and Marurw, J.) did not feel at liberty to socite 
otherwise and to affirm the considered judgment of Judge Envi. 
Henceforward, whenever en in proceeding is remitted 
te the county court, s claimant, who wishes to recover damages 
agsinst the execution creditor or high bailiff, will be obliged, it is 
either to brin par peg Ae yl bg gece 

claim to damages. may well be doubted w Ww 


the intention of the framers of section 17 of the Judicature Act, 
1884. For this enactment, it is to be noticed, undoubtedly operates 
to convert an interpleader proceeding, remitted thereunder, into a 
county court proceeding, and has the effect of withdrawing 
altogether the control of the High Court therefrom: Pitt-Lewis’ 
County Court Practice, 3rd ed., vol. I., p. 828. Such being the 
case, it would seem to follow that, after once having been remitted 
from the High Court, the interpleader proceedings should be 
governed by the rules applicable to interpleader proceedings 
originating in the county court, and which provide, that, where the 
claimant to goods taken in execution claims damages from the execu- 
tion creditor or from the high bailiff, for or in respect of the seizure 
of the goods, he shall, in the particulars of his claim to the goods, 
state the amount he claims for damages, and the grounds upon 
which he claims damages (County Court Rules, 1889, ord. 27, r. 
7). The Divisional Court has, however, held that this is not so, 
and that the provision just referred to has no application to inter- 
pleader proceedings remitted from the High Court to the county 
court. Without venturing to impugn the correctness of the 
construction applied by the Queen’s Bench Division to section 17 
of the Judicature Act, 1884, it certainly seems to us to be some- 
what narrow, and we should have been disposed to consider that 
when a county court has once acquired, by virtue of the remitting 
order, derivative jurisdiction over interpleader proceedings it also 
acquired jurisdiction to adjudicate upon any incidental claim to 
damages, since, acccording to a recent decision, such a claim is 
clearly ‘‘a thing arising out of the interpleader proceedings :” 
(Lumb vy. Teal, 22 Q. B. D. 675, 679). 





We rerortep recently (ante, p. 142) two interesting. decisions 
by Mr. Justice Norra on the scope of the Trust Investment Act, 
1889. In the first case, which related to a charity, the Man- 
chester Royal Infirmary, Dispensary, and Lunatic Hospital, it was 
held that the trustees had the range of investments given by the 
Act ; in the second, which arose upon a petition presented by the 
National Permanent Mutual Benefit Building Society, that they 
had not. It is to be noticed that the terms of the Act are very 
wide, section 3 giving a list of fifteen classes of investments in 
which it is “‘lawfal for a trustee, unless expressly forbidden by 
the instrument (if any) creating the trust, to invest any trust funds 
in his hands,” and he has power also from time to time to vary any 
such investment. There is here certainly no express limitation to 
rivate trusts, and some indication that the Act is not intended to 
be thus restricted was found by Norru, J., in the fact that it wae 
deemed by the Legislature a fitting place in which to confer 
similar powers of investment on certain public bodies (section 7). 
The consistency of Acts of Parliament is hardly such, however, 
as to lend much weight to this argument. It is probably enough 
to say that the statute applies in terms to all trusts, and that a 
charity has long been decided to be only a trust, although a highly 
favoured one. In order, therefore, to exclude a trust of any kind, 
public or private, it is necessary to find some special circumstance 
to shew that the Act was not intended to operate upon it. Such a 
circumstance was present in the case of the building society, and 
accounted for the different result there arrived at. It is essential 
to the power of investment that the trustee shall have at least 
some discretion in the exercise of it, however this may be limited, 
and section 5 recognizes as much. But, so far as the trustees of 
the society were concerned, such discretion was quite wanting, 
the investments being made at the direction of the society itself 
which was the owner of the funds. In addition to this, the pos- 
sible range of investments from which the society may choose is 
defined by the Building Society’s Act, 1874, and the present Act 
hardly seems designed to remove statutory restrictions of such a 
kind. The result of the two cases seems to be fairly in accord- 
ance with the design of the Act, neither interpreting its provisions 
too strictly nor applying them to cases which are already suffi- 
ciently provided for. 





Tue LecaL sustieries as to the devolution of lessees’ covenants 
—— to have worked usefully in Hw parte Board of Trade, Re 
ee (88 W. R. 143). The application was made with regard to 
the estate of a b who, in 1886, had entered into a building 





as | lease containing various onerous covenants, In 1887 he executed 
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a mortgage, by which he assigned the whole term to the Y 
Of course, a Miter liable on the covenants himeelf, but, by the 
doctrine of privity of estate, an additional liability in respect of 
them was now imposed on the mortgagee. In 1889 the builder 
became bankrupt, and the equity of redemption in the demised 
property vested in the official receiver. Asa matter of fact, this, 
like the rest of the estate, was worthless, but the question was raised 
whether it was property burdened with onerous covenants which it 
was necessary for the official receiver to disclaim, and whether, 
consequently, in this and similar cases, where there were no assets, 
it was necessary for him to make an application to the court at 
the public expense. Upon the above facts, however, it is 
clesr that the mere vesting of the equity of redemption 
carried with it no liability to the covenants. These are transferred 
from one assign to another only by virtue of the passing of the 
entire legal estate to which they were first made incident (see, for 
example, Moore v. Greg, 2 Ph. 717), and the possibility of this 
rule not applying to cases of mortgages is excluded by the old 
decision in Mayor of Carlisle v. Blamire (8 East, 487), where the 
devisee of an equity of redemption, the legal estate being out- 
standing in a mortgagee, was held not to be liable on the 
covenants. Consequently, as the possession of the equity of 
redemption did not expose the official receiver to the burden of 
any of the covenants, it was not property burdened with onerous 
covenants which could require to be disclaimed within section 55 
of the Bankruptcy Act, 1983, and, as long as he took care to 
require no reconveyance of it from the mortgagee, it was un- 
necessary for any application to be made under the section. 








THE JURISDICTION OF COUNTY COURTS OVER 
REMITTED ACTIONS OF CONTRACT. 


A pxciston recently given by Judge Swaccx, in an action of 
Buckly v. Dawkins, on @ question relating to the jurisdiction of 
the county courts over remitted actions of contract, has attracted 
some attention. The action in question was remitted from the High 
Court to the Wellingborough County Court by a master’s order 
under section 65 of the County Courts Act, 1888. The amount 
originally claimed by the plaiotiff—£199 15s.—was, by a payment 
into court of £123 10s. 1d. (which was taken out by the plaintiff 
in the usual way), reduced to £76 4s. 11d., and this last-men- 
tioned sum constituted the amount actually in dispute between the 
parties at the date of the remitting order. At the hearing in the 
county court, the defendant objected that the judge had no juris- 
diction to try the action, because the sum originally claimed by 
the plaintiff exceeded £100 (the limit of the derivative jurisdic- 
tion of the county courts over such an action), and that this sum 
could not be reduced to an amount not exceeding £100 except by 
a payment made before action, and that therefore the payment 
into court relied upon was quite ineffectual for the purpose. 
support of this contention, reference was made to section 65 of the 
County Courts Act, 1888, which provides that an action of contract 
may be remitted to the county court where, though the claim 
originally exceeded £100, it hae been reduced “ by payment, an 
admitted set off, or otherwise to a sum not exceeding £100,” and 
also to the case of Skinner v. De Faria (33 Soricrrore’ Jourwat, 
254), where it was held by Maruew, J., in chambers, that the 
payment contemplated by the above section must be made before 
action brought. Judge Snacar, however, overruled the objection 
taken, and also, as far as he could do so, the caseof Skinner v. De 
Faria, and held that payment into court after action brought did 
constitute ‘‘ payment’ within the meaning of section 65. 

It is submitted that this decision cannot be supported, and that 
the learned county court judge should have followed the case of 
Skinner v. De Faria (ubi supra), though it was only decided in 
chambers, as it was absolutely in point, being an express decision 
of a judge of the High Court upon the construction of the very 
enactment Judge Syacer was endeavouring to interpret. This 
last-mentioned case, moreover, is quite in accordance with the 
decisions previously given upon the construction of the remitting 
sections of the o/d County Courts Acts, which clearly establish 
that, where an enactment provides (as did section 7 of the County 
Courts Act, 1867) for a reduction, by “payment,” of the sum 
originally claimed in a remitted action, payment before action is 


In | his reasons for suspending bis 





meant (Osborne v. Homburg, 24 W. 
v. Usherwood, 26 W. RB. 91, 3 Ex. 
ent into court” can be effected 
of the County Courts Act, 1856, it i 
Legislature (Lewis v. Lewis, 36 W. 
v. Hopper, 36 W. R. 746, 21 Q. B. 
present County Courts Act was 
ment, we took occasion to point out 
more useful, it should be made to provide that the po 
actions of contract should be exercisable w’ 
claimed were reduced by payment into 
(32 Soxtcrrons’ Jounwat, 333), so as to obviate the 
that has now actually arisen wi 
tunately, however, the k 
and, in consequence, section 65 must, we fear, continue to 
be ‘‘a dead letter in regard to a large i 
? 
it, may possibly be viewed with somewhat different feelings 
other county court judges, and notably by those who preside so 
ably over the metropolitan courte, where most of the remitted 
actions are, it a disposed of, and where, ee Ses 
of the County Courts Act, 1888, the volume of work 80 
largely increased. ; 

In giving his decision upon the case under discussion, Judge 
Swacce took occasion to state that, ‘‘ under ordinary circumstances, 
he would have regarded the remitting order of the High Court as 
quite sufficient to justify him in proceeding to try the case, and 
that, the master’s order not having been appealed from, be would 
not have allowed a sort of irregular ap’ from a superior to an 
inferi If, by these words, Judge Sacer intended to 

press his determination to try any case that might be remitted to 
him, whether rightly or wrongly remi submit that he has 
undertaken to do that which he y be bound to 
do, and which, under certain circumstances, it might be hazardous 
for him to do. No county court judge should, 
try any action remitted to him from the High Court v 
he is satisfied that the remitting 
jurisdiction. Thus he would certainly be 
to try a remitted action of contract in w 
£100, or an action of tort remitted to 
any other ground than want of visible means on the part of 
the plaintiff, or a divorce action, or, indeed, any other form of 
action which cannot properly be remitted to the county court. In 
support of this view we would refer to the case of Reg. v. Judge of 
Marylebone County Court (50 L. T. 97), where it was held that 
the High Court has no jurisdiction whatever to make an order re- 
mitting an action of tort to a —— court unless an affidavit of 


want of visible means be first 


county court judge caunot be compelled 
this condition has not been complied 


Judge Sronor made a s return to 

obedience 
duly set forth. This course, it seems to 
sued by any county court judge to wh 
jurisdiction, remitted. For, should he, 
remitting order under such circumstances, , 
mitted, render himself liable to an action, at | suit of an un- 
successful party to the remitted action, for acting without jurisdic- 
tion ; as a county court udge is undoubtedly responsible for any 
act done by his command when he has no jurisdiction (see Pitt- 
Lewis’ County Court Practice, 3rd ed., vol. 1, p. 67), amd it has 
never yet been held that a remitting order, when wrongly made, 
will protect him from the consequences of acting thereunder. 





—- 





NEXT PRESENTATIONS. 


“Tae law,” says Lord Coxe, “doth abhorre simony or any 
corrupt contract for benefices.”” As we shall ee: presently, the 
law’s abhorrence has considerably abated in the course of two cen- 
Soophade ine Woos ecensd Unvugh sentir posh aut aren, oor 
oophole tS) roug’ r it may, per- 
haps, be questioned whether, in practice, the sele of nest presents- 
tions is much impeded by any of the ancient rules «xe>pt that 
which prohibits the sale of a next when the church is 
empty. This is an ancient rule of the commen law, original'y 
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established apparently on the ground that, “‘ after the avoidance, it 
[¢e., the next presentation] is merely a thing in action, and so 
annexed to the person that it cannot be granted or released : 
Brooksbie’s case (Cro. Eliz. 173), but confirmed by Lord Mans- 
Fietp and Wiixort, J., in Bishop of Lincoln v. Wolferstan (3 
Burr. 1504) on the ground of public utility and “‘ the better to 
guard against the mischiefs of simony.” It is hardly necessary 
to say, however, that, while this rule still stands, it has been kept 
within the strictest bounds. The church may be practically 
empty and yet the next presentation may be lawfully sold. This 
was the decision in the great case of Fox v. Bishop of Chester (6 
Bing. 1). There the facts, as found by the jury, were, that, the 
Rector of Wilmslow being “ afflicted with a mortal disease, so that 
he was then in extreme danger of his life, and his life was then 
greatly despaired of,” the patron of the living, at 2.50 in the 
afternoon, agreed to sell to Fox the next presentation for £6,000, 
end forthwith executed a conveyance in pursuance of the agree- 
ment ; that both the parties well knew and believed that the rector 
‘was in extreme danger of bis life ; and that the rector died at 11.30 
the same night. The House of Lords, reversing the judgment of 
the King’s Bench (2 B. & C. 635), held that the sale of a next 
presentation, the incumbent being in ertremis, within the know- 
ledge of both contracting parties, was not void as being tainted 
with simony. The ground of the decision seems to be given in the 
opinion of Best, C.J., delivered before the House, in which Lord 
Expow ¢ his full concurrence. ‘‘ The affairs of men are 
best regulated by broad rules, such as exclude all subtle disputes, 
all doubtful, unsatisfactory inquiries. It would be difficult to 
establish a rule that should settle what degree of probability of the 
ing death of an incumbent should prevent the sale of the 
avoidance of the benefice, and more difficult to ascertain by evi- 
dence when an incumbent was within that degree. I submit to your 
ips that the most convenient rule is that which I conceive 
the law has already established [the reference is apparently to 
Barret vy. Glubb (2 W. Bl. 1052) ]—namely, that the right to 
sell the presentation continues as long as the incumbent is in 
existence.” 

It appears to follow from this decision that the sale of a next 
presentation is not illegal, although both vendor and purchaser 
know that the incumbent intends to resign his benefice at a future 
date ; subject to this, that there must be no agreement by the 
ineumbent, with either vendor or purchaser or the clerk intended 
to be presented, for the resignation of the incumbent. It appears 
to have been assumed in Sweet v. Meredith (3 Giff. 610) that an 
undertaking on the part of the vendor to procure an avoidance 
would be simoniacal. 

Over and above this common law restriction on the right of the 
patron to sell 2 next presentation, 31 Eliz. c. 6 provides safeguards 
against his exercise of the right of presentation from corrupt 
motives or by reason or in consequence of a corrupt contract. 
Section 5 provides that, ‘‘if any person or persons, . . . for 

sum of money, reward, gift, profit, or benefit, directly or 
indirectly, or for or by reason of any promise, agreement, grant, 
bond, covenant, or other assurances, of or for any sum of money, 
reward, gift, t, or benefit whatsoever, directly or indirectly, 
present or any person to any benefice with cure of souls, 
ignity, prebend, or living ecclesiastical, or give or bestow the 
same for or in respect of any such corrupt cause or consideration,” 
them every such presentation, &c., shall be void, and the Crown 
present to the living for that turn, and every person giving or 

ing such sum of money, reward, gift, or benefit, directly or 

, © taking or making any such promise, grant, bond, 

or other aseurance, is to forfeit the double value of one 

year’s profit of every such living, and the person so corruptly 
img, procuring, seeking or accepting any such living shall be 
adj a disabled person in law to have or enjoy the said living. 

It will be observed that the words of the section relating to the 
natare of the benefit received for a presentation are extremely wide. 
ra a gga gre by the patron presenting, whether direct or 

will invalidate the presentation. It seems conceivable 

that, where the wile of a ¢ in whom the advowson or 
ion is vested, presents her husband, the benefit she 

ass member of his family, from the revenue of that 

ight be considered an indirect benefit within the section. 
atpescx lays it down (1 Prec., 14th ed, p. 431 note) 
where the clerk is privy to the contract [of sale of the 





next presentation] in the sense that it is part of the arrangement 
that he shall be presented, the transaction is simoniacal and void.” 
In that case the purchase-money is, we suppose, indirectly a 
payment for the presentation of the particular clerk. 

On the other hand, it is to be observed that, in order to make 
the section applicable, the presentation must be made in con- 
sideration of some benefit, or promise of benefit, to the patron, 
direct or indirect, and the benefit must accrue to the person who 
actually presents to the Jiving, and must be received in respect of 
the presentation. It is clear that, before 12 Anne, stat. 2, c. 12, 
it was considered lawful for a clergyman to buy a next presenta- 
tion and then present himself, however difficult it may be to recon- 
cile this with the doctrine laid down above. We suppose it was 
considered that the original patron, who received the purchase- 
money, did not present, and that the clergyman who presented 
himself did not receive any money for doing so. Section 5 of the 
Act of Elizabeth applies wherever the person presenting to the 
living receives any benefit or reward for such presentation, direct 
or indirect, and to such cases only (see Fox vy. Bishop of Chester, 
6 Bing. 20). 

This being so, it is difficult to understand the origin of a notion 
which seems at one time to have prevailed, that any definite 
intention, fettering in any way the free selection by the patron of 
the clerk to be presented, would be simoniacal, although no benefit 
of any kind was received by the patron who presented. In 
Kitchen y. Oalvert (Lane, 102) it is laid down that if A. buys a 
next presentation intending to present B., and afterwards does 
present him, the presentation of B. shall be void. And at the 
time For v. Bishop of Chester was decided (1829), it seems to 
have been still supposed that the fact that the purchase of a next 
presentation was made with a view to the nomination of a par- 
ticular clerk might render his presentation simoniacal. The 
reporter's headnote to the above-mentioned case contains the 
qualification, ‘‘ the sale of a next presentation without 
the privity or [guery, and not being] with a view to the nomina- 
tion of the particular clerk,” &c. And Bus, C.J., in his opinion 
says (6 Bing. 18), “ The church in the present case was full; no 
clergyman was privy to the agreement ; and the living was not 
intended by the plaintiff in error, at the time he bought the pre- 
sentation, for the clerk that he afterwards presented.” It is, 
however, not easy to comprehend the ground on which a mere 
intention on the part of the purchaser to present a particular clerk 
can be considered simoniacal, so long as the clerk has no hand in 
the purchase and the purchaser is under no obligation to present 
him. The purchaser’s power of selection is not fettered ; he may 
change—probably in some cases has actually changed—his mind 
before an avoidance occurs. But whatever may be the reason for 
the old rule, it appears to be now obsolete. Purchases of next 
presentations are probably seldom made without an intention to 
present a particular clerk. 

The purchase by clergymen of next presentations with the view 
of presenting themselves is prohibited by 12 Anne, stat. 2, c. 
12 (13 Anne, c. 11, in the Revised Statutes); section 2 of 
which provides that ‘‘if any person . . . shall or do, for 
any sum of money, reward, gift, profit or advantage, directly 
or indirectly, or for or by reason of any promise, agreement, grant, 
bond, covenant or other assurance, of or for any sum of money, 
reward, gift, profit, or benefit whatsoever, directly or indirectly, in 
his own name or in the name of any other person or persons, take, 
procure, or accept the next avoidance of, or presentation to, any 
benefice with cure of souls, &c., and shall be presented or collated 
thereupon,” every such presentation, &c., shall be void ; the Crown 
may present for that turn, and the person so corruptly taking the 
benefice is to be adjudged disabled to have the same, and is to be 
subject to any penalty prescribed by the law ecclesiastical in like 
manner as if such corrupt agreement had been made after such 
benefice had become vacant. 

It will be observed that the section is confined tothe purchase of 
a next presentation. There is nothing in the statute to prevent a 
clergyman from purchasing an advowson with the view of poet 
ing himself upon the next vacancy. And it has been held that the 
statute does not apply to the purchabe of an estate pur autre vie in 
an advowson by a clergyman with a view of presenting himself 
upon the next v : Walsh v. Bishop of Lincoln (23 W. R. 
629, L. BR. 10 C. P. 518). The grounds on which this decision was 
arrived at were, in brief, that the statute is a penal one, and must be 
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= 
strictly construed ; that the number of presentations which might 
in fact take place under the purchase was wholly uncertain, and 
that ‘‘ advowsons are one thing, real property, Sasaliie to the 
heir; next presentations are another thing, personal property passing 
to the executors or administrators.” The result is, therefore, that 
a clergyman may now lawfully purchase a life interest pur autre 
vie in an advowson and present or “ offer himself to the ordinary 
and pray to be admitted.” It does not seem, however, that the 
decision would extend to the purchase by a clergyman of an advow- 
son for his own life, with the view of presenting himeelf at the next 
yacancy ; that would probably be held to be equivalent to a pur- 
chase of the next presentation. 








REVIEWS. 


ORIGINATING SUMMONS. 


Tue LAW AND PRACTICE APPERTAINING TO ORIGINATING SuMMONS, 
with Forms. By GrorcE Nicnot Marcy and J. THEODORE 
DovD, Barristers-at-Law. Horace Cox. 


The rapid development of the system of procedure by originating 
summons fully justifies the issue of a work like the present, and the 
industry and ability which the authors have brought to their task 
ought to insure its success. In general plan it is divided into two 
parts, followed by a series of three appendices. In part I. the sub- 
ject is treated with special reference to R. 8. C., 1883, ord. 55, and 
the whole procedure, together with many practical hints as to the 
application of it, is carefully set out. Of course, as an originating 
summons under the above order is an action within the meaning of 
section 100 of the Judicature Act, 1873 (Re Fawsitt, 34 W. R. 26), 
this means that the procedure in actions generally has to some extent 
to be considered, and the authors do not shrink from so doing where 
their task seems to demand it. Thus in chapter IV., under the head 
of Parties, the whole of R. 8S. C., 1883, ord. 16, with its forty-seven 
rules, is set out and annotated. In the same manner chapter V., on 
Evidence, gives at length most of the orders relating thereto. The 
most important section of this part is, of course, that which deals 
specifically with order 55, and to this reference will most frequently be 
made for information. The authors have adopted what is perhaps the 
only safe and practicable course, and have printed the rules of the 
order in succession, appending to each the cases which have been 
decided upon it, together with such remarks as may be useful. 
In this task they seem to have attained to accuracy, and the 
state of the subject hardly entitles us at present to expect more. The 
procedure is only applicable in a certain limited set of cases, and 
when these have been enumerated, and the qualifications on them 
pointed out, this is apparently all that can be done. A more inter- 
esting and thorough treatment will perhaps only be possible as the 
procedure itself becomes more extended. But the subject is by no 
means exhausted by dealing with order 55, and Part II. contains all 
the statutes, other than those referred to in that order, under which 
an originating summons may be issued. This includes the Vendor 
and Purchaser Act, 1874; the Conveyancing Act, 1881; the Settled 
Land Acts; and the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, to each 
of which a separate chapter is devoted, and a subsequent one com- 
pletes the list, with annotations upon some twenty-two statutes and 
groups of statutes of various kinds, This finishes the body of the 
work, Appendices I. and II. give some rules and forms of frequent 
ocourrence, Appendix III. is more bulky, and contains a complete 
set of forms in an action commenced by originating summons under 
ord. 55, rr. 3, 4, from the issuing of the original summons to the 
final judgment of the House of Lords, There are also numerous 
other forms of summons, affidavits, statements of facts, &c., which 
will doubtless be found useful as affording some general indication 
of what is required. Altogether the book has been carefully pre- 
pared, and will be found to be a useful work of reference, 





CORRESPONDENCE, 
COMMISSIONERS FOR OATHS, 
[7'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


_ Sir,—In the course of my practice I have occasionally come across, 
in conveyancing matters, statutory declarations en before a 
commissioner who was also solicitor to the vendor by whom, or on 
whose behalf, the declaration had to be given. I bave never known 
these objected to on that ground. 

But the new Act raises a doubt as to whether this practice can 





legally be continued. Sub-section 2 of section 1 says that: “A 
commissioner for oaths may, by virtue of his commission, in England 
or elsewhere, administer any oath or take any affidavit for the pur- 
agg any ooeher matter in England ° eM, ov Viso 
in sub-section 3 relates to a “ proceedin Ww a 
means only such matters as are connected with the courts of law, in 
other words, what are known in the Probate Division as ‘‘ contentious 
matters.” If this view is correct, no difficulty will, , arise, 
but if it should be held that a sale and ase, & loan mort- 
gage, are ‘ dings,” the inconvenience to which you refer in 
your note of last week (p. 137) will be increased. ade 

But what is to happen if an affidavit is taken before the solicitor to 
one of the parties to a proceeding? No doubt the opposite side 
might successfully object to such an affidavit being read, 
sale the circumstances to which you refer, it is scarcely 
the objection would be taken. There is no Bry ~s im i on 
commissioner, and the section does not say the davit, w 
made, shall not be filed or used. A ComMissionER, &c. 

London, Dee. 27. 


BEF 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—As author of the book now being published in succession to 
‘‘ Braithwaite’s Oaths,” I may perhaps or to answer the 
question which your correspondent, ‘‘T. P. Y.,” raises as to the 
following statement contained in the late Mr. Braithwaite’s book— 
viz , ‘A commissioner may not take an affidavit, &c., in any cause 
or matter in which he is concerned as solicitor, or where he is clerk to 
the solicitor, for any of the parties.” ‘ 

That the above passage correctly represented the ce of the 
courts, both of law and equity, there can be no doubt. It is true 
that the cases cited by Mr. Braithwaite in ~— of the statement 
do not, strictly speaking, @° beyond the fact that a solicitor (or his 
clerk) may not take affidavits to be used on behal/ of his own client. 
But in Smith’s Chancery Practice, 1857 (p. 410), where these cases 
are also cited, the author. treats them as applying generally to any 
solicitor concerned in the cause; and, ing to i d’s 
Law Practice, 1828 (p. 494), the same practice prevailed in the common 
law courts. 

So far from there being any inclination to relax this rule oo 
tice, it has quite recently been embodied, in a more rigorous form, 
in the Commissioners for Oaths Act, 1889. 

By the Rules of the Supreme Court, 1883, ord. 38, rr. 16, 17, an 
affidavit is invalid if sworn before the solicitor acting for the ig 
on whose behalf the affidavit is to be used, or before the clerk, or 
partner, or any agent, or correspondent of such solicitor, or before 


the party himself. r 
These rules do not preclude a plaintiff's solicitor from taking an 

affidavit which is to be used on of the defendant in the action, 

although, accordi referred 


rding to the previously existing practice above 
to, an affidavit so sworn would have been invalid. 

But the Commissioners for Oaths Act is clearer and goes much 
farther than the Rules. Section 1 (3) provides that a commissioner 
for oaths shall not exercise any of the powers of a commissioner in 
any proceeding in which he is solicitor to any of the parties to the 
proceeding, or clerk to such solicitor, or in which he is interested. 

Central Office. Francis A. STRINGER. 





SECTION 14 OF THE CONVEYANCING ACT, 1881. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—I have been interested by Mr. Bartram’s answer to my letter 
on this subject. It is, I think, of some importance to poor tenants. 

You will observe that no details whatever are given in the original 
notice, nothing to guide the tenant or caus: trouble to the sur- 
veyor, and if it be possible to obtain £2 2s. per house in this way, 
we must look on such a ch asa annual addition to the 
rent, for no tenant can keep his house that an in- 
genious surveyor could pick no hole in it. 

It is as if the ordinary covenant in a lease, that the landlord 
give notice of wants of repair, and the tenant will parm | 
in three months, were supplemented by the words ‘‘and will also 
pay the landlord's surveyor for the apt bay notice.” 

The sum of the matter I suppose to be this—that if the tenant 
believes his property to be in repair according to covenant he may 
snap his fingers at the two guineas; if, on the contrary, 
SSorqclise anny $0.0 quad ‘tountutien tur grouethaguta GQoaaah 

e notice may 4 j 
because it contained a demand for 


8 
F 


If it be otherwise, then, as you say, an evil has been done by the 
Aot which was not foreseen, 


C. T. ARNOLD, 





20, Whitehall-place, London, S.W. 





154 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


Jan, 4, 1890. 








CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 


Court of Appeal, 


LEESON v. THE GENERAL COUNCIL OF MEDICAL EDUCATION AND 
REGISTRATION—No. 2, 21st December. 


Mepicat Practirioner—GesnzeRrat Counci, or Mgpicat EpvcaTion AND 
REGIsTRATION—REMOVAL OF Name FROM ReGIsTER—JURISDICTION—IN- 
JUNCTION—INTEREST ON Pant or Mempsrs or CounciL—JUDGE ACTING 
ALso AS Prosecuror—Mepicat Act, 1858 (21 & 22 Vicr. c. 90), 8. 29. 


This was an appeal by the plaintiff, a registered medical practitioner, 
from the refusal of North, J., to restrain the defendants until the trial of 
the action from remoying his name from their register of general prac- 
titioners, and from publishing certain resolutions passed by them, to the 
effect that the plaintiff had been guilty of infamous conduct in a pro- 
fessional respect, and directing their registrar to erase his name. e 
defendants are a body representative of the medical profession of the 
United Kingdom, established by the Medical Act, 1858, and incorporated 
by an Act pasged in 1862, one of their duties being to keep a register of 
-qualified medical practitioners. The defendants held an inquiry into a 
charge which had been preferred against the plaintiff of alleged ‘‘ infamous 
conduct in a professional respect,” papas to act under section 29 of the 
Act of 1858, which provides that: *‘If any registered medical practitioner 
shall be convicted in England or Ireland of any felony or misdemeanour 
or in Scotland of any crime or offence, or shall, after due inquiry, be 
judged by the general council to have been guilty of infamous conduct in 
any professional respect, the general council may, if they see fit, direct the 
registrar to erase the name of such medical practitioner from the register.” 
The council found that the plaintiff had committed the offence charged 
against him, that the offence was ‘‘infamous conduct in a professional 
respect,’’ and directed their registrar to erase his name from the ‘‘ Medical 
er The charge —— the plaintiff, as set forth in a letter 
addressed to him by the solicitor of the council, was ‘‘ that you, being a 
re; practitioner, do act as cover of, or by your presence, advice, and 
assistance do enable one, O. B. Harness (an unqualified perscn) to carry 
on the business or profession of a medical electrician and to practise as 
if he were duly qualified.” The ing had been initiated by the 
Medical Defence Union—an incorpora association having for its 
objects the protection of its members, the prevention of unprofessional 
conduct, and the punishment of offenders against medical law. Two 
members of the council who took part in the inquiry were subscribers of 
10s. per annum to this association, and in that sense members of it, but 
they had nothing to do with its management. The proceedings before 
the council were opened by their solicitor, who stated the nature of the 
charge, and were afterwards conducted by the solicitor of the Medical 
Defence Union, who acted as quasi-prosecutors. North, J., was of 
opinion that the charge against the plaintiff was really that he had acted 
as ‘“‘cover’”? of Harness, not merely to enable him to carry on the 
business of a medical electrician, but to practise as if he were a duly 
qualified medical practitioner ; that this was a matter within the statutory 
jurisdiction of the council; and that, they having acted regularly and 
boné fide in their proceedings, the court had no power to interfere. His 
lordship was also of opinion that the two members of the council, who 
were also members of the Medical Defence Union, were not thereby 
incapacitated from taking part in the inquiry, and that the decision 
of the council was not invalidated on this ground. His 
lordship accordingly declined to grant an injunction. On the 
appeal it was argued that the charge against the plaintiff was one 
which could not properly form the basis of an inquiry into his conduct 
under section 29. It would, no doubt, be an offence for a duly qualified 
medical practitioner to ‘‘cover’’ an unqualified —#t.e., to lend his 
name to enable an ee m to act as if he were a duly qualified 
medical practitioner. But the ge against the plaintiff was that he acted 
as ‘‘ cover ’’ of Harness, or enabled him ‘‘to carry on the business or pro- 
fession of a medical electrician, and to practise as if he were duly quali- 
fied.”” That was really a charge that Harness carried on the business of 
a ‘medical electrician,’’ not the profession of a medical practitioner, and 
the words ‘‘ duly quabfied’’ meant duly qualified to act as a medical elec- 
triclan. There was no evidence that Herness had ever professed to act as 
8 qualified medical practitioner. Moreover, the two members of the council 
had such an interest in the matter under investigation as incapacitated 
them from acting as judges in the matter. It was well-settled law that 
a@ man could not act both as prosecutor and judge in the same matter. 

Tux Court (Ootron, Bowzn, and Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision, 
Fry, L.J., differing on the second point. Oorron, L.J., was of opinion 
that the words ‘duly qualified’’ in the charge against the plaintiff 
referred to Harness’s qualfication as a medical » lhe ~ sone and that the 
solicitor'’s letter did raise a charge of infamous conduct in a professional 
aspect. In his lordship’s opinion it would be wrong to consider whether 
the council had arrived at a right conclusion. That was not a matter for 
the court. The court could only consider the evidence on which the 
council acted, for the purpose of seeing whether they had acted corruptly 
or with some ulterior motive. There was a which would justify 
the council in coming to the conclusion that the tiff had been guilty 
of infamous conduct under section 29, and dan was no reason for 


ssying that the proceedings had been improperly conducted. The second 
point was that the order must be considered as made by a non-competent 
tribunal, by reason of the constitution of the council, and, nites a 
nullity. The complaint against the plaintiff was brought by the Medical 
Defence Union, and two of the members of the council who were present 
when the case was considered were members of this Union. 


It was said 





that they must be considered as prosecutors, and that they were, there. 
fore, disqualified to act as judges. The rule was plain that a man could 
not be a prosecutor or plaintiff, and at the same time sit asa judge. It 
was clear to his lordship that the council were acting judicially in this 
matter. They had to decide judicially whether the charge t the 
plaintiff was well founded, and, if it was well founded, they had power to 
make an order which was of serious importance to him. The question 
was, Were these two gentlemen to be considered as complainants in this 
case? The objects of the Medical Defence Union were, on the one hand, 
to prosecute persons who offended against the Medical Act, and, on the 
other hand, to protect persons against whom unreasonable charges were 
made. The articles of association provided for the appointment of a 
council, and, except in one case, not material to the po question, all 
the powers of the union were vested in their council. Neither of these two 
gentlemen was a member of the council of the union, and they could not 
exercise any control over the proceedings taken by thatcouncil. The ex. 
penses of the — es could not be thrown upon the plaintiff whatever 
might be the result, but would be borne by the Medical Defence Union, and 
the result would not affect the liability of these two gentlemen to contri- 
bute. The court must look at the substance of the thing, and it ought 
not to say that these gentlemen were incompetent to act merely because 
they were members of the Defence Union, at whose iustance this 
complaint was brought forward, there being no bias on their part, 
and no pecuniary interest in the result. It must be remembered that it 
was quite as much an object of the union to defend those improperly 
attacked as to bring forward charges against offenders. Numerous cases 
had been cited, but it was only necessary to refer to one—Reg. v. Allan (4 
B. &8. 915). There a man was convicted of an offence against the Fishery 
Acts on an information by a watcher appointed by a on fishery asso- 
ciation. The convicting magistrates were all members of the association, 
and one of them was a member of the committee. The conviction was 
clearly bad, because one judge was a member of the committee. Oock- 
burn, O.J., however, used language which seemed to shew that he thought 
the conviction would have been bad, even though one of the justices had 
not been a member of the committee. That language was not adopted by 
the other judges, and it must be read in connection with the 
facts of the case; but, it Cockburn, OJ., intended to go beyond 
the opinion of the other judges who decided that case, Ootton, L.J., 
was not prepared to follow him in such a case as the present. 
Bowen, L.J., concurred. He —— the proceedings of the 
Council were in the nature of judi proceedings, altho 
was a domestic one, and the evidence, was not given on oath. Upon the 
first point the re F uestion was, whether that forum had acted honest]; 
and within its j ction. The statute said, ‘‘ After due inquiry,” whi 
implied that the essential elements of natural justice should be observed. 
Upon the second point, he thought it was to be regretted that the two 
— in question had not retired from the council. because justice— 
e Oxear’s wife—should be above suspicion. He hoped that in future 
the Medical Council would think it reasonable that those who sat to hear 
cases of this description should cease to be members of the Defence Union. 
Fry, L.J., concurred as to the first question, but differed upon the ques- 
tion of the competency of the council. It was clear that the council were 
acting judicially. It was said that they had power to act mero motu. That 
was true, but they did not in this case in that way. The Medical 
Defence Union were complainants, although no doubt they acted through 
their council. The gentlemen who subscribed to that union must 
resumed to be in sympathy with the general objects of the union, and to 
ve a certain degree of confidence in the ent. This question 
was, his lordship thought, concluded by Reg. v. Allan, which, though not 
binding upon the court, was, in his opinion, rightly decided. It wasa 
matter of public policy that judges should be free from even the suspicion 
of bias. UNSBL, Rigby, Q O., Cozens-Hardy, Q.0., and George Henderson ; 
Everitt, Q.0., and Muir Mackenzie ; Sebastian. Soxscrrors, R. Furber ; 
Farrer § Co.; A. Fleet. 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re METROPOLITAN COAL CONSUMERS’ ASSOCIATION; WAINWRIGHT'S 
CASE—Kay, J., 19th December. 
Company—AprriicaTion TO Remove Name FROM REGISTER ALLOWED — 
Specrat DamaGE—InTEREsT ON Deposit. 

This case (ante, p. 127) was mentioned again on the question what 
rate of interest was payable to Mr. Wainwright on the deposit paid by 
him upon his application for shares in the above company. 

Kay, J.—I think the applicant is entitled to interest by way of one 
damage ; it has been the course of the court to give interest in elmilar 
gases, and this case is one in which the court may now give it if it thinks 
fit. I quite that there ought to be evidence of damage, but 
I‘cannot help inferring it from the fact that the applicant has been 
deprived of his money, which has remained in the coffers of the company. 
I do not, however, agree that I am bound by a hard and fast rule as 
to the rate. Interest at five per cent. has been formerly allowed because 
that was considered to be the mercantile rate; but it is very hard to say 
that it is the rate now, when from real bond fide good security you cannot 
get three per cent. I think four per cent. is enough.—Covunsz1, Marten, 
Q.0., and George White; Sir E. Clarke, 8.G., Sir H. Davey, Q.O., and 
Henry Terrell. Souicrrors, W. A. Colyer ; Claxton § Hamilton. 


Re BAINBRIDGE, REEVES v. BAINBRIDGE—North, J., 16th December. 


Company—Drrecror—Quva.iricaTIOnN—Hoipine or SHAarzs in ‘OWN 
Rieut ’’—AGREEMENT BY THIRD PARTY TO PROVIDE QUALIFICATION. 


This was a summons by the executors and trustees of the will of H. G. 
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— 
Bainbridge to determine a question aang the administration of his 
estate—viz., whether, under a contract for the sale of a business in which 
he was a partner to a company, H: W. Bainbridge, his son, was entitled 
to receive 2,000 shares in the company out of the testator’s estate. The 
contract, dated January 25, 1888, was for the sale to a trustee, on behalf 
of a company intended to be formed under the name of Henry Mitchell & 
Co. (Limited), of the business of brewers, carried on in ership by 
Henry Mitchell and H. G. Bainbridge, in consideration -f of cash and 
partly of paid-up shares. Two sons of Mitchell, and H. W. Bainbridge, 
the son of the testator, were made parties to the ment. The agree- 
ment provided that Mitchell and H. G. Bainbridge should sell to the 
company, when incorporated, and the company should purchase, the 
goodwill of the business and other property therein mentioned; that 
H. G. Bainbridge should act as g director of the company for at 
least five years from its incorporation, at the end of which time, if he 
should retire, or upon his retirement at any subsequent time, he would 
accept a seat on the board as an ordinary director for the unexpired period 
of ten years ; that upon his retirement, or in case of his death ously 
to his retirement, H. W. Bainbridge shou'd succeed him and act as a 
managing director for the unexpired period of the term of ten years ; 
that the company should pay to the managing directors for the time being 
during the period of ten years £3,000 per annum by way of remunera- 
tion for their services, such sum to be divisible amongst them as they 
should from time to time agree upon; that Mitchell and H. G. Bain- 
bridge should and would provide their respective sons (parties to the 
agreement) with the necessary qualifications for a managing director. The 
company was afterwards registered, and the articles of association con- 
tained the following provisions:—That the directors should adopt on 
behalf of the com the agreement of the 25th of Jan > 
1888; that Mitchell, the elder, H. G. Bainbridge, and Mitchell, 
the younger, should accept the offices and act as manseging 
directors of the company for the term of ten years from its incor- 
poration, provided (inter alia) that in case H. G. Bainbridge should 
retire after five years, or in case of his death, H. W. Bainbridge 
should act as managing director in his stead for the remainder of the term 
of ten years; that the qualification of every director, whether 
original or substituted during the period of ten years, should be the 
holding in his own right of shares or stock of the company of the nominal 
value of £25,000; that a m ing director should not, while holding that 
office, be subject to retirement by rotation . but should be subject 
to removal, as the other directors of the company, if he ceased to hold the 
neceszary qualification for a managing director, and also for all the causes 
for which an ordinary director ht be removed; that the office of a 
director should be vacated (inter alia) if he ceased to hold the required 
amount of shares or stock to qualify for the office, or did not acquire 
the same within one month after election or appointment; that the 
managing directors should be paid out of the funds of the company, M 
way of remuneration for their services, £3,000 annum, to be divid 

among them as they should agree upon. Thes of the company were 
of the nominal value of £10 each. e testator in his lifetime transferred 
500 shares to his son, H. W. Bainbridge, which he continued to hold. 
The testator died in August, 1888, having made a will dated before the 
sale of the business, so that his shares in the company formed part of the 


residue of his estate. After the death of the testator a ute arose 
between his son and the company whether they were com to accept 
him as managing director. The testator’s will was proved on the 25th of 


October, 1888, and on the 27th of October the executors transferred 2,000 
shares in the company into the son’s name, these shares, with the 500 
which he previously held, making up his qualification of 2,500 shares as 
managing director; but the qualification was not acquired within a month 
after the death of the testator. On this — the directors to 
admit the son as managing director. He brought an action, Bain 
Smith, against the directors, and applied to restrain the directors 
a his acting as managing Tiresten. The Court of Appeal (33 
joLicrrors’ JouRNAL, 414, 41 Ch. D. 462) directed the motion to stand 
over to abide the result of a meeting of olders. In the result the 
shareholders refused to have the son as managing director, and he was 
left to his remedy in The object of the presen 


idge ¥. 


damages. t summons was 
to determine whether he was beneficially entitled to the 2,000 shares. 


Norts, J., held, on the construction of the agreement, that it did not 
bind the testator to give the son the qualifying number vf shares. It 
must be borne in mind that the agreement was for the sale of the busi- 
ness to the company then intended to be formed; the object was to 
carry out the intended sale, and such an agreement was not one in 
which one would expect to find the terms of a family compact such as 
was cought to be inferred. The object of the agreement, that in certain 
events H. W. Bainbridge should become a mansging director, was in 
favour of the purchasing company, that they should have the services 
of a person who was conversant with the management of the business in 
the place of the father when his services no longer be had; and 
the stipulation to provide the qualifying shares was made with the com- 
py ‘or the pa of securing such services. On the whole, his 
ordship was of opinion that there was no contract with the son to give 
him the shares. Reliance had been placed on the mn in the articles 
that the qualifying shares should be held in the d re’ ‘own right.” 
It was said that implied that the father was to give the shares to him, 
that they were to his own shares beneficially. If the point were 
entirely unfettered by authority, his lordship did not think anyone could 
entertain any doubt as to the meaning of the words ‘‘ holding in his own 
right’’ introduced by laymen into such a document. The object was 
evidently to secure the services of a man who cat agg beneficial 
interest in the company; who would receive divi if the company 
prospered, and would lose if the company failed. They did not want to 
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he had the equity . In the present case 
by the testator wii son, it was a that the 

would do what was necessary to enable the 

number of shares “‘ in his own right.”” There 

the son was not to pay for the shares, 

oo ie, be ane ee Oe ee them 

to secure the purchase-money. this way the father could have fulfilled 

his contract without making any gift of the 

was, that the executors ought to take the n steps 

transfer of the 2,000 shares by the son.—Counsg, FE. Ford ; Cozens- Hardy, 

Q.C., and Farwell ; Everitt, Q.0., and C. C. Tucker. Soxrcrrors, J. Harwood, 

Hill, Son, ¢ Richards. 


NEWOOMEN v. DODDS—North, J., 14th December. 


ADMINISTRATION—PBTITION YOR PAYMENT oF Lecactzgs—Oxamm By OnEDITOR 
For Rgrunpine or Lecactzs—Sror Orpsr. 


This was a tion in an action for the payment of certain legacies 
wecthed ‘bes will ost of moneys in court in the action which 
been carried over to the separate 


and they a 
on the fund 
the petition was 
action was on the 23rd of November. 
Norts, J., said that the 
. They 


applying by summons for a 

=e m in the other action. 

would make the order asked by the petition, 

should not be delivered out 

afford the creditors an 

before the 13th of January they obtained 

order, the order on the tion would not 

Cozens- Hardy, Q.0., Hart; F. W. Abrahams; J. F. ie; ° 

Procter ; J. @. Butcher. Sourcrrons, M. Abrahams, Son, ¢ Co. ; Pritchard, 

Fe pom d& Co,; Bower, Cotton, $ Bower ; Hollams, Son, Coward, ¢ 
aw * 


Re JOBSON, JOBSON v. RICHARDSON—North, J., 21st December. 


Witt—Oonsrruction—Vastinc—Girt “‘rrom AND AFTER” DxzaTH oF 
Tenant rok Lire TO HER OnILDREN EQuatty At TWENTY-ONE. 


In this case a question arose as to the vesting of a gift by will to the 
children as tenant pd ow testator —s estate and the 
residue 0 personal estate trustee, w trusts 
declared—viz , as to a leasehold oh ge trust to 
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that way. The maintenance clause contained in the Conveyancing Act, 
1881, would, no doubt, apply, but that could not throw any light on the 
construction of the will. That clause would apply equally whether the 
infant took a vested or a contingent interest. The question was, whether 
the use of the words ‘‘from and after’ the death of E. operated to make a 
rom dedication of the house to her children. In his lordship’s 

it did not. He thought “from and after’’ only meant ‘‘ subject 
to the interest of the tenant for life.” If the effect of the words “from 
and after ’’ was to vest the interest of the children only on the death of 
the mother, then, if a child attained twenty-one and died in the lifetime 
of the mother, it would take no interest whatever in the heuse. It was 
impossible to conceive that that could be the right construction, and 
Lachlan v. Taitt (2 D. F. & J. 449) was a strong authority to shew that 
a child who attained twenty-one in the lifetime of the mother would take 
a vested interest. Andrew v. Andrew (1 Oh. D. 410), which had been relied 
upon as an authority in favour of vesting on the death of the mother, was 
distinguishable. Several considerations existed there which were not to 
be found in the present case, and there was nothing to indicate that the 
court would have arrived at the conclusion at which it did arrive had there 
been nothing in the will but the words ‘‘ from and after.’ Oasesin which a 
gift to children was followed by a gift over in default of issue were 
entirely di i from the present case. There was no such sever- 
ance and appropriation of the house to the children as there was in 
Saunders v. Vautier (Cr. & Ph. 240). Suppose E. had had six children, 
and five of them had died under twenty-one, while the sixth attained 
twenty-one, if the construction insisted on was right, the father of the 
five infants would take five-sixths of the erty, and the child who 
attained twenty-one would get only one-sixth. Having regard to all these 
considerations, his lordship could find no reason for holding that a child 
who survived the mother, but died under twenty-one, took a vested in- 
terest.—Counszt, H. Terrell; Medd ; Skelton Cole. Soutcrrons, Indermaur ¢ 
Brown ; Maples $ Co. 


Re THE BAHIA CENTRAL SUGAR FACTORIES—North, J., 
21st December. 


Companxy—Wispisc-vp Pzrmrion—A.izcation or no AsseTs—WHOLE 

PzorzetTy or ComPANY COMPRISED IN DesentTuRE Dzep. 
* This was a creditor's petition for the compulsory winding up of the 
company. The petition was supported by other unsecured creditors, but 
it was opposed by all the debenture-holders of the company, and by the 
company, on the ground that the whole of the property of the company 
‘was comprised in a deed of trust to secure the payment of the debentures, 
and that there would be no assets to administer if a winding-up order 
were made. The trust deed was not produced, and the petitioner's 
counsel contended that it ought, therefore, to be treated as non-existent, 
and that, at any rate, it was not shewn that there would not be a surplus 
after paying the debentures. 

Nozrz, J., said that he was not disposed to make a winding-up order 
yet, but he would give the petitioner an option of an inquiry, whether 
there were any, and what, assets of the company available for payment 
of the unsecured creditors of the company after satisfying the prior 
ebarges thereon, if any. He thought there was sufficient primd facie 
evidence of the existence of the trust deed. If it should turn out that 
there was 2 surplus, it it be proper then to make a wi 


winding-up order. 
If there was no surplus, he did not see why he should cuhapientiee de- 
benefit to the 


by making a winding-up order, which could produce no 
The # counsel the pr inquiry, and the petition 
sareieenibaegh aveteeaepenes ot tee teater MC 
Hardy, QC., and Swinfos Eady; Carwn; Mulligan; Ere. 


the inquiry.—OounszL, Cozens- 
Francis § Johnson; Bompas, Bischoff, ¢ Co. ; 


Soxicrrors, 
W. M. Tayler & Bon. 


POSTLETHWAITE ¢. PORT PHILIP GOLD CO. (LIM.)—Stirling, J 
22nd December. 


Comrass—Wisviuss ctr—Reconeraevcrion—Lioat oy Time ror Takine 
Suszzs wx New Compasy—Comrantzs Act, 1862, s. 161. 


In the 1 of 1889, the Port Philip and Colonial Gold Mining Co. 
into voluntary liquidation with a view to reconstruction, 
OF Was An extraordinary meeting of the share- 
sede br the Bo the 12th of April, at which penteteee were passed for 
iquidator to a new company to memepeans & the O- 

the y, the consideration to be £20,000 to be Le 

or his nominees of 200,000 shares of 5s. eac 
im the new company credited with 2s. paid thereon. The Port Philip 
; was then and 4 contract entered into 
of carrying the resolutions into effect. On the 12th 
was sent by the liquidator to each shareholder of the old 


new company in accordance with the re- 
no application were received before the 25th 
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ance with the resolutions of April. The plaintiff now moved to restraiy 
the old company and the liquidator from parting with the assets of the 
old company, and to restrain the new company from dealing with asset, 
already transferred to them otherwise than in the ordinary course of 
business. It was contended on behalf of the plaintiff that under section 
161 of the Companies Act, 1862, a limit of time for exercising the option 
of taking shares in the new company could not be introduced. 

Srretine, J., said that it was settled that, under section 161 of 
the Companies Act, 1862, a sale might be made for shares to which g 
liability attached, and that the new shares might be given directly to the 
shareholders of the old company, and not, in the first instance, to the 
liquidator. That could only be carried out by giving to every shareholder 
an option to take shares in the new company ; and if that option were 
not exercised the shareholder would lose all his interest in the shares he 
might have taken, but would be bound by the resolutions. The question 
then arose within what time that option must be exercised, and the 
answer was that it must be exercised within a reasonable time. Hig 
lordship thought that the scheme was not vitiated by the insertion of a 
limit of time, provided that limit were reasonable, and in his opinion the 
limit allowed in the present case was reasonable.—OounseL, Graham 
Hastings, Q.0., and Farwell; Buckley, Q.C., and G. F. Hart; Grosvenor 
Woods and D, M. Kirby. Soutcrrors, Snell, Son, § Greenip; Michael 
Abrahams, Son, § Co. ; Kirby, Son, § Verdin. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Evstace Anverson, solicitor, of 17, Ironmonger-lane, and of Mortlake, 
died at bis residence, St. Leonard’s, Mortlake, on the 2nd ult., in his 
seventy-first year Mr. Anderson was admitted a solicitor in 1840, and 
he had practised for nearly fifty years in the City. He had been 
for some time associated in partnership with his sons, Mr. Eustace 
Anderson, jun., and Mr. John Eustace Anderson. Mr. Anderson had an 
extensive practice as a Scotch and Oolonial agent, and he was a com- 
missioner for taking affidavits in the Supreme Courts of the colonies of 
New South Wales, Victoria, Queensland, South Australia, West Australia, 
and Tasmania, and of the provinces of Nova Scotia, New Brnnswick, 
Quebec, Ontario, and Manitoba. He was also a perpetual commissioner 
for Middlesex, Surrey, London, and Westminster. He was for many 
years veetry clerk of Mortlake Parish, and clerk to the Mortlake Burial 
Board, Mr. Anderson was formerly lieut.-col. in the Victoria Rifle Corps. 


Sir Cuantes Farquuar Suanp, LL D., died suddenly at Brighton, on 
the 14th ult., at the age of seventy-seven. Sir O. Shand was the third son 
of the Rev. James Shand, of Marykirk, Xincardineshire. He was edu- 
cated at the University of Edinburgh, where he proceeded to the decree 
of LL.D. He was admitted a member of the Faculty of Advocates in 
Scotland in 1834, and he was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in May, 
1876. He was the author of a treatise on The Practice of the Oourt of 
Session, and he was for several years counsel in Scotland to the Lords of 
the Treasury and the Commissioners of Woods and Forests. He for- 
merly held « commission in the City of Edinburgh Rifle Volunteers. 
In 1860 he was _— Obief Justice of Mauritius, and judge of the 
Vice-Admiralty Court. He received the honour of knighthood in 1869, 
and he retired from the bench in 1879. Sir O. Shand was married in 
1850 to the daughter of Colonel Lee Harvey, of ‘Castle Temple, Ren- 
frewshire. Lady Shand died in 1877. 


Mr, Gzorce Barcuzror, solicitor, of Newport and Oardiff, died at 
New on the 10th ult. Mr. Batchelor was admitted a solicitor in 1850, 
and for nearly forty years at Newport, having also an office 
at Cardiff. He was for several years in partnership with Mr. Thomas Henry 
Belcher. Mr. Batchelor was appointed clerk and solicitor to the New- 

School Board on its formation in 1872, and he occupied that 
position till his death. He was buried at the Newport Oemetery on the 
14th ult. A resolution has been unanimously passed by the Newport 
School Board in testimony of the regret of the members at Mr. 
Batchelor’s death and of their sense of the value of his public services. 


Mr. Tomas Oranx Arxinson, solicitor, died at Northallerton on the 
12th ult,, in his oe oe ear. Mr, Atkinson was one of the 
oldest solicitors in shire, 6 was articled to the late Mr. John 
Saunders Walker, of Northallerton. He was admitted a solicitor about 
the year 1824, and for about a ye he practised at Northallerton 
and at Richmond. He was associated in partnership with his brother, the 
late Mr. Richard Atkinson. Mr. Atkinson had an extensive business, and 
he was for many years ty-registrar of deeds for the North Riding of 
Yorkshire. Hy» had r from practice about twenty years ago. 


Sir Tuomas Bivonuaves, formerly Chief Jus of the Straits Settle- 
ments, died at Malvern on the 22nd ult. Sir T. Sidgreaves was the son 
of Mr, George eaves, of Preston. He was educated at Stony- 
hurst College, and graduated B.A. of the University of London in 
He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Trinity Term, 
1857, and he formerly practised on the Northern Circuit. In 1871 he 
was appointed Chief Justice of the Supreme Vourt of the Straits Sottle- 
ments. He received the honour of thood in 1474, and he retired 
from the bench on « pension in 1886. Air T’. Sidgroaves was married in 
1471 to the dauchter of Mr, Goempe Young, of Saverley House, 
Mtolfordshize, aud he leaves wix children, Ho was a maglotrate for 


W orventershize, 


1653. 





































Com} 























































me Reese See eT Ee PEPE Ee FE FE te Fe FEC 









to restrain 
sets of the 
with asset, 
course of 
ler section 
the option 


on 161 of 
to which a 
ctly to the 
ice, to the 
hareholder 
otion were 
shares he 
é question 
, and the 
time. Hig 
ertion of a 
pinion the 
Ly Graham 

Grosvenor 
+ Michael 


Mortlake, 
it., in his 
1840, and 
had been 
. Eustace 
on had an 
3 & com. 
olonies of 
Australia, 
rmnswick, 
missioner 
for many 
ke Burial 
ifle Corps. 


ghton, on 
third son 
was edu- 
1e decree 
rocates in 
2 in May, 
Oourt of 
Lords of 

He for- 
olunteers. 
ige of the 
in 1869, 
arried in 
ple, Ren- 


, died at 
tin 1850, 
an Sse 
as Henry 
he New- 
vied that 
y on the 
Newport 
at Mr. 
vices. 


n on the 
| of the 
{r. John 
or about 
hallerton 
ther, the 
oss, and 
ding of 


s Settle- 
the son 
Stony- 

ndon in 

y Term, 
1871 he 

| Settle- 

- retired 

ried in 
House, 

rate for 


‘Jan. 4, 1890. 


THE SOLICITORS’: JOURNAL, . 157 








-_— 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Sir Joun Expon Gorst, Q.0., M.P., Under-Secretary of State for 
India, has been appointed a member of the Privy Council. Sir J. Gorst 
jg the second son of Mr. Edward Chaddock Gorst, of Preston. He was 
formerly Fellow of St. John’s College, ere, od where he graduated 
ys third wrangler in 1857. He was called to the at the Inner Temple 
jn Easter Term, 1865, and he formerly on the Northern Circuit. 
He became @ Queen’s Counsel in 1875. He was M.P. for Oambridge in the 
Conservative interest from 1866 till 1868, and he has been M.P. for Chatham 
dince 1875. He was Solicitor-General from July, 1885, till January, 
1986, and he was appointed Under-Secretary ot State for India in the 
following July. He received the honour of knighthood on his appoint- 
ment as Solicitor-General. 

Sir Rorzr Lzerusrives, O.I.E., M.P., has been created a Companion of 
the Order of the Star of the Indian Empire. Sir R. Lethbridge is the 
ddest son of Mr. Ebenezer Lethbridge. He was formerly scholar of 
Exeter College, Oxford, where he uated second class in Classics in 
1363. He was successively Professor of Political Economy in the Univer- 

of Calcutta, Principal of Krishnaghur Oollege, Bengal, and Press 
(ommissioner for India. He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in 
June, 1880. Sir R. Lethbridge has been M.P. for the Northern Division 
of the borough of Kensington in the Conservative interest since Novem- 
ber, 1881. 

Mr. Ratrn Danrex Marrnson Lirrizr, Q.C., has been created a Civil 
Companion of the Order of the Bath. Mr. Littler is the second son of the 
Rey. Robert Littler. He was educated at University Oollege, London, 
and he graduated B.A. of the University of London in 1854. He was 
called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Easter Term, 1857, but he after- 
wards migrated to the Middle Temple, He practises on the Northern 
Gircuit and at the Parliamentary bar, and he was for several years a 
revising barrister. He became a Queen’s Counsel in 1873. Mr. Littler is 
abencher of the Middle Temple, a magistrate for the county of Middlesex, 
and chairman of the Middlesex County Council. 


Mr. Wrmi1am Warp Dvrrretp, solicitor (of the firm of Dnaffield & 
Baty), of 6, Tokenhouse-yard, and of Chelmsford and Waltham 
Abbey, has been appointed Olerk to the Sandon School Board. Mr. 
Duffield was admi a solicitor in 1846. He is of the Chelms- 
ford County Court, and clerk to the county magistrates, to the Ohelms- 
ford Board of Guardians, and to the Chignal, Rettendon, Good Easter, 
ad Great Leighs School Boards, and superintendent-registrar for the 
Chelmsford District. He is an alderman for the borough of Chelmsford. 
His partner, Mr. William John Bruty, is registrar of the Waltham Abbey 
County Court. 

Mr. Tuomas Rowianp Draxz Waicur, barrister, has been appointed 
Recorder of the borough of Pontefract, on the resignation of Judge 
Cadman. Mr. Wright is the son of the Rev. Thomas Booth Wright, 
Rector of Broughton, Lincolnshire. He was educated at Trinity Hall, 
(ambridge, where he graduated in the second class of the law tripos in 1875. 
He was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in April, 1877, and he is 
amember of the North-Eastern Circuit, practising locally at Bradford. 


Mr. Cuartzs James Mannine, barrister, who has been appointed Chief 
Judge in Bankruptcy for the Colony of New South Wales, is the second 
wa of Mr. Edge afanning, of Sydney. He was educated at Corpus 
(hristi College, Oxford. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in 
Michaelmas Term, 1865, and he was formerly a member of the Western 
Greuit. 


Mr. Francis Hanry Jaunz, Q.0., has been appointed a Magistrate for 
the county of Essex. 

Mr. Tuomas Hunry Linpvor, solicitor, of Torquay, has been appointed 
Werk to the County Magistrates at that place. Mr. "Lindop was Pimitted 
tsolicitor in 1867. 

Mr. Hennerr Ususe, solicitor, of Market Weighton and Middlethorpe, 
bas been spgeteied a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme 
Qourt of Judicature. 

Mr. Susrarp Arruur Asuinoron, solicitor (of the firm of Swift & 
Ashington), of Southport, has been appointed a Commissioner to adminis- 
tt Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 

Mr. Anruur Duncomns, barrister, M.P., has been elected Chairman of 
Quarter Sessions for the East Riding of Yorkshire. Mr. Duncombe is the 
weond son of Admiral the Hon. Arthur Duncombe. He was educated at 
Bon and at University College, Oxford, and he was called to the bar at 
Umeoln’s-inn in Trinity Term, 1867. Mr. Duncombe is a magistrate and 
éeputy- lieutenant for the North and Kast Ridings, aud he has been M.P. 
ft the Howdenshire Division of the East Riding since 1885. 


Mr. Evwarp Faxoonsn Lrrron, Q O., Irish Land Commissioner, who 
ts been appointed Judicial Commissioner under the Irish Land Acts, on 
he resignation of Mr. Justice O'H is the son of Mr. Daniel 

. He was called to the bar at Dublin in 1849, and he became a 
Qaeen's Counsel in 1874, He was M.P. for the county of Tyrone in the 
liberal interest from April, 1880, till August, 1881, when he was 
pointed » member of the Irish Land Commission, 

Mr, Ganauv Frraomnatp, barrister, who has beon appointed a Member 
“tho Irish Land Commission, is the eldest son of the Lord Fitagerald, 
siict Appeal in Ordinary. He was called to the bar in Ireland iu 1871, 
tad in 1846 he was appointed county court judge and chairman of quarter 
‘sions for Meath, Westmeath, Longford, and King's Oounty. 

Mr Wituiam Hioxsow, Q.0., who succeeds Mr. Commissioner Fita- 


as Judge of County Courts for Meath, Westmeath, and 
s County, was called to the bar in Ireland in 1846. became 
a@ Queen’s Counsel in 1880, and he is a member of the Munster Circuit. 


Mr. Rosznt Parmer Hanpine, Chief Official Receiver in Bankruptcy, has 
received the honour of Knighthood. F 


The Marquis of Barx has been elected Chairman of the Wiltshire 
Quarter Sessions. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP. 
Disso.vutions. 

Jno. Macrartanz and Franxuis G. Lerroy, solicitors (Macfarlane 
Lefroy), 15, George-street, Mansion House, London. Nov. 15. The 
business is now carried on by Franklin George Lefroy alone. 

Henry Mason, Tuomas CHALLEN Gagenrrecp, and Henry Mason, jun. 
solicitors (Lindsay, Mason, Greenfield, & Mason, and Lindsay & Co. 
84, lsasinghall-street, London. June 30, 1888. So far as regards 
said H, Mason, who has retired. The said Thomas Challen Green- 
field and Mason, jun, will continue to practise as solicitors 
ean at 84, Basinghall-street aforesaid the style or firm 

y, Greenfield, & Mason. 
Gazette, Dec. 24. 


Ozcu, Davin Travers-Wime and Avsraey Wiiius Raxs, 
(Wire & Rake), 24 and 26, Basinghall-street, London. Dec 23. 
[ Gazette, Dec. 27. 
GENERAL. 
It appears from the Publishers’ Circular that there were only sixty-six 
new law books published in 1889, as against 115 in 1888 ; and forty new 
editions of law on as agaiust fifty-seven in 1888. 


It is avnounced that the condition of Judge Bristowe i 4 

The wound is now completely healed, and he is able to aie eben the 

accident ward of the General Hospital without pain. No secondary 

ee ee Oe eee 
a few days. 


The Local Government Board have issued a 
in England and Wales, pointing out that the 
to be considered and determined in connection 
district councils, and that it is obviously 
now be a disturbance of the existing areas, 
Iepislation, it is’ peanible that the areas, it altered 
e ion, it areas, if 
to be altered at no distant date. The board 
most convenient course will be that 
representations of the county councils 
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Homer Disreicr Comsoxip. GoLtp Mines, LimiTrEp.—By an order made by 
. 3, dated Deo 14, it was ordered that the compauy be wound up. Munns 


& Old Jewry, 
Horst By an order made by Chitty, J, dated Dec 14, it 


= ordered = ~ company be wound up. McDiarmid & Piast Newman’s 
J, pated Mov a ted John 
~Kay, pes, by on coder on oe » appoin 


J. ‘Gua 0b, Lira. ~ 
gang ano Buanroin Grass Go, 1 be 
mD Grass Co, "7, has, by an order dated 
» dated Dacia ry was ordered that 


‘John Routh; Leeds, to be ffietel ligne 
Saoae North, J r 
Edmonds, Gray’s inn sq, solors for 


NTEIN i 
send their addresses, and the 
claims, to Louis Floersheim, 4, Bank bldgs Sydney, 
Landon Gasette.—FRIDAY, Dec. 27. 
LIMITED In CHANCERY. 
ENGINEERING Co, LiurTrep —Oreditors are required, o 
Joseph Tinat 110, Gannon the OF Friday, Feb 14, at 
2. on r . Fe a 
alt seepeeat and adjudicating upon the debts and claims Ciniens 
Co, LiMiTED. ange for ap be 
Dee Bu dicted te bo bead betene Ohito D von Jen 
st, wy al 
a ee i The Vacation Foie bes > 
ig St, 
ConsoLIDATED GOLD Muves, LIMITED has fixed Tues- 
Peng, 2a 5. of £2, of hip for the sppointanent of a gbfolal a uidator 
Patii10s Rarway are ei fixed Tuesday, Jan 7, at 12, at his 
chambers. for appo 
Lu«arrep—Creditors hre rere on or before Jan 30, to 
nests eppemed iter 
, Feb 6, at 12, is ye for Z 
Broad st Harries & 
~Grvtiiess are a, 22 or 
and addresses, an: 
ray: illiam Binney, 13, St Helen’s | Le Simpson “ Nova, 
: Disrricr TrRameoands Co, 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Bexgutive FarexDiy Socrery, 
~ pLatatton Busnend, Batter’ Dec 20 
Norru-Eastzes Ratiway (No 3) 
Institute, High Half-Moon lane, Durham 
London Gazette.—TUREDAY, Dec. - 
es I” Bho ve 
pup: p presented Dec 27, 


tors po se 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
ATKINS FILTER AND 
before Jan 31, fo send their names particulars of “their 
OTION CO. 
~~ 1 Os d Miles, of 
an order 
4 by vyte -] 9, yy ty moni of 28, 
py Ly 
J, bas fixed Jan 8, at 12 45, at his 
df am official Hamide itor 
are required, on or before 
and the partionians of their debts 
& Co, Cole- 
e parti 
Luarrep—North, 
eri, appotnted Stephen Prescott White D’Alte 
Society, Grea’ Northam 
Tye W ER Literary 
Gateshead, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
directed 
Barker, Union ct, Old 


Mieseae Jan 9, at 12, 
lator 
be am ax befove Bansh 1, 
Testy Meek nc ‘o 
’ a 
claims 
names ad pon poe Ponte 
Thomas Gillespie, Oross House chbae 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


Ooga? Crrvaowrnp, ANCIENT ORDER OF FORESTERS BENEFIT SocisTY, Castle 
Montgomery. 











CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 


Bavewace, Ouxierma Mutizr, Seaforth, Lancs. Jan 2%. Evans & Co, 
Hon Cuantorrm J. Gerrard’ » 

eas 60, a er Femme Bae 's Cross, Bucks. Jan 31, Bol 

a Sussex, Farmer. Feb4. Hillman, Lewes 

acs a, Wasi Warren McCuriccs. Jan 21. Watson & Dendy, New- 
center. are pty mo Piccadilly, Boot Manufac- 
P Sussex, Farmer. Feb 3. Champion 

cosa eae he Lyne. March 16. Whitaker, Duchy of Lan- 


Carrrn Joum, Bah Brighton, Coachbuilder. Jan 21. Sawyer, Brighton 
Cocemay, Hawuan, Savile Mount, Halifax. Jan 16. HK. M. & J. M. Kerr, 


VYourmsn, Jcezru, Hipperholme, Halifax, Gent. Jan 21. Walshaw, Halifax 
Siz Damier, Bart, Olewer Park, nr Windsor. Jan 21. Merriman & Co, 


Hamrson, Leigh, Lancs, Gent. Jen ®. Widdows, Leigh 


Wi114K, Wyke, nr Bradtord, Engineer, Jan 16, Beldon & Ackroyd, 
Buz, GILATIL AM, Btreatiey on Thames, Berks, Jan 31. Ticchurut & 





HOWARD, CAROLINE, Rochdale. Jan22. Standring & Co, Rochdale 

Inauis, ANN, Walton on the Hill, Liverpool. Jan22. Jones & Kitchingman, 

er pepbura, Yorks West Witton, Yorks, Farmer. Jan 20. Chgp. 

ro, ¥: 

Laxapom, Maky Ann, Leamington. Jan 20. Wright & Hassall, Leamington 

LEA, Ven. Wittram, Droitwich Bn a in Orders and Archdeacon 
Wi Jan i5, J. & F. Holyoake, Bocdliwtes a 

Lxaart, WrLLu, Whitwell, Derby, Tailor. Jan 27. » ™* & Son, Rotherham 

LxrGaox, Exiza, Rotherham. Feb1. Oxley & Coward, Rotherham and Sheffiag 

Lonasorrom, JOE, Curzon Park, nr Chester, Hop Merchant. Jan 31. Lancashire, 

Lum, WitL1aM HvuGo, Downham Rectory, Essex, Clerk in Holy Orders J 
Whitakers & Woolbert, Lincoln’s inn fields " — 

MARNER, ny Goonwm, Holly park, Crouch hill. Feb 14, Ashbridge, 

aE rice ‘New x st, Strand st, Mark lane, Cork Merchant Jan 16 Kings. 
MAXWELL, THoMmas, Liverpool, Esq Feb 28 Bateson & Co, Liverpool 
MEL Earl of Leven and Melville, Upper 


VILLE, Right Hon ALEXANDER LESLIE. 
Grosvenor st Feb8 Godden & Co, Old Jewry 
MenrezITT, THomas, Lee, Kent, Esq Jan 31 Syms & & Son, Furnival’s inn 


Moserey, ExizabeTu, Hull Jan20 Myer, New Bridge st 

Pgaxe, THomas Cross, Hallaton, Leices, Clerk Jani7 Bond & Co, Leeds 
Rasy, Oamitia Brooks, Allerton, Lancs Jan 23 Bremner & Son, Liverpool 
RICHARDSON, MARY ANN, Maida vale Jan25 Hopwood & Son, Chancery lane 
SEALEY, SARAH, Weston-super-Mare Febi Baker & Co, Weston-super-Mare 
Sir, Susanna, Far Headingley Jan28 Simpson, Leeds 

W1tz14Ms, CHARLES, Salisbury, J P Jan31 Green & Williams, Nottingham 
Witiiams, CHARLES wean, Clifton, nr Bristol, Esq March 26 Greenwayé 


Bythway. Pon 
Wire 6 ler EDWARD JOHN, Bedford pk, Chiswick Feb 15 Wynne 


& Son, Liacoln’s inn fields 
WINGFIELD, amma CIs JOHN TREVOR, Toddington, Beds Jan 20 Warrens, Gt 
London Gasette.—TUESDAY, Dec. 24. 
ANCLIFF, WILLIAM, Mansfield Woodhouse, Notts, Farmer. Jan 31. 
Brviss, ELLEN, Chard, Somerset. Jan 6. Clarke & Lukin, Chard 
BIsSMIRE, FREDERICK JOHN, North End rd, Fulham, Licensed Victualler. Feb 
20. Hunt, New inn 
BRAITHWAITE, Holmdale, Cheltenham. Jan 10. Wood, Oheltenham 
Deere. Epwin, Rochdale, Cotton Spinner. Jan 28. Standriog & Co, 
Cc a Ling =- Sieosinary Hil, Hunts, Retired Farmer. Jan 3i. Hunnybun 
CouLsoy, JAMES BRvAN, Penzance, Merchant. Jan 28, Trythall & Bodilly, 
Penzance. and Jenkins, 
DANIELS, JAMES, Bolton, Beerseller, Janié6, Ryley, Bolton 
DENTON, JOHN, Wisewood, Ecclesfield, Yorks, Forgeman. Jan 30. Thompson, 
Far, my Elm pk grdns, Chelsea. Feb 22. Cunliffes & Davenport, 
GronGe, THoMas WILLINGTON, Chapel Allerton, nr Leeds, Gent. Jan 31. Raw- 
son & Oo., Leeds 
Graxt, ALEXANDER, Cheltenham, Eeq., O.1.E. Feb 1. Winterbothams & 
Hawson, ON, JAMES _peaiae, Cowley, Uxbridge, Gent. Jan 30. Allen & Son, 
IRELAND, JOHN, Orewe, & otive Inspect Feb 15. Hill, Crewe 
Jackson, JOHN, Pocklington, Yorks, Farmer. March 1. Robson, Pocklington 
Jackson, RICHARD, Garstang, Lancs, Gent, Jan 24. Oharnley & Co, Preston 
MANCHESTER, JOHN, Cadley, nr Preston, Gent, Feb 1. Shuttleworth & Cummins, 
M Wit114M, Princess rd, Regent’s Park, Horse Buyer. Jan 4. 
siecqmerton, avenue ‘ ’ 
NICHOIsON, ISABELLA, Ripley, Yorks. Febi, Wise & Son, Ripon 
Nrxow, ManGcargt, Burnley. Jan2i. Smith, Burnley 
Papostt, JoserPH CAWKWELL, Guiselry, Yorks, Gent. Feb 4. Nelson & Oo, 
Surru. Georcz, Carshalton, Surrey, Gent. Feb 20. Robins & Co, Gresham 
wins JouN Rye, § Salcott rd, Battersea rise. Jan 20. Ross & Douglas 
sane ae New ct, Os: aw gg 
m3 B, Miuesis terr, Kensington, Builder, Feb 4. 
STEELE, en BatoU & Oo, Cannon st Hairdresser. Jan 27. Thomas, Birmingham 
Srurpy, THomMas Curtis, Liverpool, Gent, Jan 25. Tetlow, Liverpool 
Fontan, Gas Gaonas, Carlton House terrace, Esq. Feb 1. Farrer & Oo, Lin 
a a pre nr Holmfirth, Yorks, Gent. Jani4. Meller, 
VERNON, Wineaase | Frepericn, Uxbridge, Eeq, Jan 3i. Lowe & Oo, Temple 
WATKINS, . any Guoroz, M.A., Potter's Ba. Febi, Leslie & Hardy, 
WesTagsnTH, WIL11AM, Finch lane, Australiin Agent. Feb 15. Nicol & 00, 
Lime street 


bedeaes ~y1 Wiui11aM Trinaiam, Hemel fem: Herts, Gent. 
Hillearys, ee i — 





Alcock, 











Waknina To pres pene E me & Lacsune. Before pprehesing ss 
sheen v. arr: shorough examine an ex 

ginetnalary anne Ho: 8 b late 115, Victoria-st , West- 

( . 1876), who also undertake the tilation of Offices, &c. —(ADVT.) 


A Goon Invaeruxent.—To purchase a house by a small deposit and a monthly 
payment of from t@. to 108, in addition to the rent for p parted on only), = one of 
Toe aaa on its to make, a voas pee Se & 

whilst 


in — a future pormanent fnoome.” Appl 
Ladagute- “Laue, 


r 
from 


‘Any, Ti co Permanent Bul 
O,— (| ADVT. 





Jan, 4, 1890, 


opt eghockve ickot erie i ne EE ook EE. Edu 8 


zizee 


mington 
hdeacon of 


»therhan 
id Sheffield 
Lancashire, 
ers Jaa 3i, 
Ashbridge, 
116 Kings. 
1 

ville, Upper 


nn 


Leeds 
verpool 
cery lane 
iper-Mare 


ingham 
treenway & 


15 Wynne 
‘arrens, Gt 


1. Alcock, 


aller. Feb 
heltenham 
ring & Co, 
Hunnybua 
& Bodily, 


Thompson, 
Davenport, 
231. Raw- 
bothams & 
len & Son, 


cklington 

Preston 

; Cummins, 
Jan 31, 


Ison & Co, 
>», Gresham 
k Douglas- 
Feb 4. 
ingham 
ool 
k Oo, Lin 
14, Meller, 
Jo, Temple 
» & Hardy, 
liool & Oo, 
erts, Gent. 


rchasing oF 


Jan. 4, 1890. 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasstte—TUEsDAY, Dec. 24. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
N, ARTHUR HENRY, Preston on bay Dar- 


o, Lieutenant in 18th Hussars Stockton 
lingtow: and Middlesborough Pet Nov 33° Oca 


8 
APPLETON, HENRY, Coborn Bow, peeststen 
Dealer’ ae Court Pet Dec’ at, ey —_ 
BALE, JOHN SNOW MANLEY per Tooting, Surrey, 
formerly Dra: s Assistant Wandsworth Pot 


BRADFIELD, SAMURL " Bmer, eo) Commission 
Agent ‘Norwich Pet Dec Ord Dee 20 
pullers’ | 


a A td 
Be Miester ‘Pe Pot ‘Dec 19 Ord Dec 19 
ve, ° Ken tieh Town, 


BuLLocK, WILLIAM, Leighton 
= Traveller High Court Pet Dec 20 
Pg JOUnPR ALBION, Houndsditch, Wholesale 
Olothier High Court ped pegs Ord Dec 19 


e rniture Maker 
DarTNaLL, THOMAS, Norbiton, iy Butcher 
Kington. Surrey Pet Dec 18 18 
ILLIA, Westow, ng Tailor Scar- 
borough Pet "Dec 12 Ord Dec 1 
FLOWER, +o JOHN WILLIAM SAvenens , Kinson, 
House Painter Poole Pet Dec 18 Ord 
thorpes, Liocs, Plumber Great 
mae o Pet. J mh] Ord Dec | x High 
urant Kee 
yo Bet Deo $0 | and 2 eo! 
GIFFORD, WALTER tanhope 8, Queen’s 
late O Officer "in I HLM, Arey High Oourt 
Hatt, HENRY STEPHENSON, Rossiter rd, Balham, 
Gierk to a Lithographer High Court Pet Dec 6 


Hart, THomas, Heaton Norris, Lancs, Pharma- 
= Chemist Stockport Pet Dec 19 Ord 


Dec 1 
HgATHER, RICHARD JOHN, Castle st, jane. acre, 
yy — Victualler High Court Pet Nov 12 
luis, Ggonor, Bar Burwell, Cantal, Farmer Cambridge 
, HARRY, Rotherham, Confectioner Sheffield 
Pet Dec 21 Ord Dec 2 

Monson, HENRY JOHN, Hogarth rd, Jinte 

High Court Pet Aug 27 Ord Dec 
RICHARD, Gloucester. Oabinet Manufac- 
_— Manager Gloucester Pet Dec 21 Ord 


NEEDLER, GEORGE, Kingston upon Hull, Cooper 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Dec 20 Ord Dec 20 
Ord 


oom, RIcHARD, Little James’ st, Gray’s inn rd. 

Ww 

PATTINSON, JESSE NAassON —- -y Leeds, Com- 
'e 


Court 


Stationer High Court Pet Dec 20 
— Traveller Leeds t Dec 20 Ord 
POULTON, CHARLES, foogieh Mineral Water Manu- 


facturer oo Pet Decié Ord Dec 20 
ik oa Merchant War- 


LES, RICHARD, Pet aed Jeweller Blackburn 
Pet No Nov 26 Ord Dec 20 
&mpows, WALTER, Shefleld, Cattle Dealer Sheffield 
Pet Decé6 Ord Idec 19 
TURNER, Pm. Ullenball Warwickshire, formerly 
Warwick Pet Dec 6 Ord 


pons 
Upton, < PARKER, Bai tholomew rd, Kentish 
Provision Merchant High Court Pet 
Dec2i Ord Dec 21 
Walker, Henry, Chorlton upon Medlock, Man- 
Gove, Baker Manchester Pet Dec 21 Ord 


WHITTinG: OC, ChatLam Jae Coal Deal 
hester ’Pet Dec 8 Ord os 
‘Balsall Hoy, 





Seonen. JOHN Waerwoon. 
Worcester, out of business Birmingham 
Dec 20 Ord Dec 20 

Wru1aMs, GEORGE bermaane, Falmouth, Shipwright 
Truro Pet Dec2i Ord Dec? 


FIRST anabies. 
dsemorE, CHARLES, Walsall, Butcher Jan 23 at 11.15 
Off Rec, Walsall 


BARRINGER, WILLIAM JAMES JosEPH SMITH, Lud- 
gate circus buildings, Wholesale Provision Mer- 
ant Jan 14 at 12 Bankruptey bidgs, Portugal 
wir, Tous, Ap sisten, Lenen, 0 Jan 2 at 
OMA: e' 7m. 100) an 2 a! 

a V4 ito n, ~~ ad 


ae Se vi 
. Waker Jan 2 at li 
ham 


io, Wii court Sririe 
=p. aaeen Guorae, ( 
ania 
BRADFIELD, Sa 
Agent Jen 4ati2 
RaansTON, FREDBRIOK RopertT Epwarp, O 
lane, Engineer Jan 10 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
st, Linooln’s inn flelds 
tarwsr, Groner, Rye lane, Peokham, Cab Proprie- 
tor Jan jeat at ut Lo Lincoln’s ian elds 
Nailsworth, 


way, THO Gloa, 
pnw Traveller “Yen ‘L ab 11,80 Railway 
otel, ay 
{ » Puilders’ enchant 
Jan. 8at3 Of 


GHAM, JON, U tty N k, Machine 
Jan 16 at 10.80 Courthouse, King’s Lynn 


Gxa¢, Tuomas Bunyamin, Batley Carr, Dowabury, 











Manufacturer Jan 2 at 3 Off Rec, Bank 

Groves, 34m, Fase nr Burnley, Farmer Jan 
9at2 Sean gate 

i Jan 3at2 Off Rec, 35, Victoria et, 

Co ILLIAM, Manchester, Ladies’ Dec 31 

"att plaghavenhepceanghebers 


OnosBy Mast peveneha, Radar Jan 8 at 11 
Off Rec. 74. \ Newborough st Seat 

oun SAMUEL ELIsau, and Isaac Epwie CULVER, 

asberten Works, ~g is Cocoa 
furere Jan 10 at 11 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Durr, WILLIAM, Westow, Route, Tailor Jan 3 at 
3.30 Off Ree, 74, Newboruugh st, st, Scarb h 

Dysr, JoHn Heny, White Horse lane, South Nor- 
wot, Banker’s Clerk Dee 31 at 3 119, Victorla 

EARLE, JOHN FREDERICK, and CHARLES WILLIAM 
LitrLz. Gt Grim ~ Mast Makers Des: 31 at 
12.30 Off Ree, 3, aren Gt ay ~ ae 

EARLE, JOHN FREDERI ( Besnte), New 
Clee, Lincs, Mast Maker 31 at 1 Off Rec, 
3, Haven st, Gt Grimsby 

FLOWER, ALFRED JOHN WILLIAM SAUNDERS, Kioson, 
Dorset. House Painter Jan 6 at 11,15 King’s 
Head Hotel, "Wimborne 

2s HERBERT, Gipsy by 9 Norwood 

ce Dook, Haul 

Hall, a 
SAMUEL Galee, 

employ of a 
Rec, Ogden’s 





late Managers in the 
Jan 9 at 3 Off Rec, 
Limited Company 
GREEN, JOHN, 
bidngs, 
HAMMo%D, CHARLES ALTER, Ashford, 
Aovistant Dec 31 at 3 43 Baracen’s Head 
GEoRGE, Castlewillian 
ee Jen? at 11 Oastle ‘aot 


west 
Hartrseg, JosePpH, York, Wholesale Dealer in Fire- 
wood Jan 8 at 11.30 ae mae, Fe ck 


Heats, CHaRies, Kensingtoa rd, Knigh 
Shopfitter Jan 9at2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 


ino 
HENSON, JOSEPH. Cookrid 
Re Off Reo, 22, 


eo Jan 4 at 3 Of Rec, 15, King st, Glou- 


cester 
House, JoHN Rosert, Mark, Somerset, Farmer 
Jan 14 at 12.15 Poole & Sons, solors, Highbridge 
SOLE, JOHN, Edgware rd, Fancy Draper Jan 
8atil 33, Oarey st, Lincoln’s inn 
invye, JaMES, and Tames France, Leigh, Lancs, 
Joiners Dec 38iatil_ 16, Wood st, Bolton 
Bz La Jan 1 at li 


I 
. Build 





tel, 
gy Pembe, 


., = Jan 7 at 


ucester, H: 
us hae 15, King st, Glou Gloucester 


. Whole- 
cals Ccbines Wamuinaberes Dec 3i at 3 Bell 
joucester 


Hotel Gi 
Ley, GEorGE, Dalton in Furness, Fruiterer Jan 15 
at 11.30 16, Cornwallis ww in Furness 
JOE, Kent, Dec 31 at 12 119, 


Victoria’ st, 

LE, CHARLES Witla (sep estate), 3 New Clee, 
cs, Mast Maker Dec 3 Off Rec, 3 

Hoven st, Gt Grimsby 
MACHIN, JOHN, Barrow in Furness, my ay: toed Jan 
16 at 11 16, Cornwallis ot, Barrow is F urness 
mci somk Lianhennoc som, Farmer Jani 

a, Tredegar . Newport 

Munr ur Wane Gearborongh. Widow 
Jan at 1 Off Rec, 74, Newborough st, Scar- 


EORGE, Cardiff, Grocer Dec 31 at 12 Off 


Nosron, & 
ton, Surrey, Major eeu 
No is Room, 30 and 31, St. 4 
e 


RAZEOLLI, LIBORIO, St Luke's, Looking 
Glass Manufacturer eR 33, Garey st 


meg ey, 
REYNOLDS, ARTHU: arwick, Coal Merchant Jan 
8ati2 rp pa ot 
Frepreick W: an 


ILLIAM, and Epwarp THo- 
MASON WIGGINS, Northampton, Boot Manutac- 
turers Jan i at 2 County court bldge, North- 


Ronee Purr, Salisbury ct, Fleet st, Editor of 

Sa ae Jan sati2 33, Carey st, Lin- 

Sev “tall, Oivil Service Clerk’ Pet} Se 

oun Sines, jun, Midh Sussex, Clothier 
Dolphin Hotel, 


t- 2 atl 


‘Deo S1'at 2 
wdabinis. oy Dukest Whiteharan | ee pons 
TURNER, enhall 


Jan 3 at 2 iy, 
ertford st, Ooventry Rea, 


. nie aceon a Te row Bir: 
EE ss ey 2 i 





WORN T ET Temes elec 





veh See ee Jan 2 

at 11.30 Rochester 
be m ay Hiner, “Chicken tl 
oa , Mungo Jan 2 at 11 
Jan 2 at il 


Woo, JoHN RoBEkrt, Cardiff, : 
Younren, Architect Jan7 


ILLIAM, 
at 2.30 33, Carey st, Li 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


BRADFIELD, SamMugt Bret, Ni 

gent, ‘Norwich. Bet Boo ss nd Doc's 
Brown, PURRANT, 

Leicester Pet Dec 19 Ord Deo 19 


n Gtimsby rf Pet, Deo 1 “ord Deci8 
Gamnamn, vous, ©) Clerk Brert- 
a. GEORG SS otlestitica, peas Pem 
ie Farmer Pembroke Dock Dec "13 Oed 
a, 
Heaton N a Faemeem, 
deal Ono orris, 
HEcqv. Gasman, sthezote otherwise CHARLES ADOLPHE 
Taos. lete ius Pepelletier, Paris High 


Court Fet Sept 6.4 Poo 
Leeds Pet Dec 5 i 
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Suiru, FrEpERICK, and THomMAs WILLIAM BOULTER, 
Queen ee st, te phe Manufacturers High 
Court Pet Dec 


ALFRED, Lechlade. Gios. ‘License Victualler 
Swindon Pet Dec23 Ord Dec 
Taytor, THOMAS, and _ 3 HARRy TAYtO: Rm, Barnack, 
N eelwrights Petboroust 
Pet Dec 23 Ord ow 


, ALFRED, East Moletey, Surrey, Grocer 
Kingston, Surrey Pet Dec23 Ord Dec 23 


vine MEETINGS. 
AD. Wr, Witchampton, Dorset, Wheel- 
‘wright J Jan 6 at 12.15 King’s Head Hotel, 
per eae CHARLES, Clacton on Sea, Essex, 
Builder Jan4ati1.45 Townhall, Col chester 
BAINBRIDGE, ROBERT, Liverpool, Licensed Victualler 
Jan9at3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Brooxs, JonN Hewry ALBERT, Ebbw Vale, Mon, 
fant Jan 3 at 12 Off Rec, Merthyr 





Ome. Mavp Bra, Gantepors. Sptacter Jan 9 at 
Victoria st. Liverp 
Danenae, Tuomas, Norbiton, Survey! Butcher Jan | 
8at1130 Cannon st Hotel 


Guarme, W113, Colchester, Olerk in Holy Orders | | C2 


Jan 4at 11.15 Townhall, Colch 
K, RICHARD, beg ay Kent, late Farmer | 
Jan 10 at 9.30 Off "Reo, 5 . Castle st, Canterbury 
musa, GrorGE, Burwell, Cantab, Farmer Jan 13 "td at 
Off Rec, 5, P — Cambrid 
Driver Jan 3 | 


+, omas, Aberdare, Engine 

at2 Off Reo, Merth ay? a | 
Tuompson, RopertT, West Bromwich, Commision | 

nae Se 6 at 10.80 County Court, West 


ca fa = Som re ag 


D 
ERT, Liverpool, Licensed Victualler | 
"Pet Oct 24 a, Dec 23 


sapeeste, Auctioneer | 
Se Pet Dec 2 Ord D 
, HANNAH, Greetlan d, nr + Halifex, Widow | 
Halifax’ Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 23 
Borromizy, Hannan, Stainiand, nr Halifax, Widow | 
Pet Dec'5 Ord Dec 23 
CurpD, Marx, Croydon, Surrey, Builder Croydon | 


Pet Nov 23 Ord Dec 20 lw 
Ma) 


uD Bra, ‘ad Spinster Liverpool 

Pet Nov 28 Dec 23 
Wri Ratra, Leeds, Commission Agent 
Leeds Pet Dec2 Ord Dec 23 

Hewson, Frank, Reverley, Yorks, B Hatter Kingston 
upon ‘Hull Pet Dec 23 

Inwm, Writs Great # Fermouth, Baker 

Great.” t+ Yarmouth Pet Dec 23 Ord Dec 23 

Jos, 8. W., Deal, Kent, der Canterbury 


Pet Nov 22 Ord Dec 2 
ae Kingston a Hull, Tobacconiet 


Pet 23 Ord Dec 23 
L&wToys, E. 1 at “Paulo Bristol, Boot Manu- | 
ng @ Bristol Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 23 | 
Pgarsox, Ep , Northcote rd, Battersea, | 
Provision Dealer Wandsworth Pet Dec 21 Ord | 


Dec 21 
Tavron I Tomas, and Tom Harry Tayor, Barnack, 
Northamptonshire, Wheelwrights Peterborough 


Pet Lec A Ord Dec 23 
W141, Beulah rd, Thornton Heath, 


Dees’ Milkdealer Croydon Pet Nov 6 Ord | 


20 
WickKHAM. Comety Kingsdown, seal, | 
Ss..." Bristol Pet Nov 30 Ord Dec? 


London Ga: —TUESDAY, Dec. 31, 

RECEIVING ORDERS. 

BzavayN, Epwis, Hay, Brecon, Tailor Hereford 
P Ord Dec 23 


et Dec 3 
CHantzs EDWARD, Peed, Semetaes, | 
Licensed Victualler Yeovil Dec Ord | 


Dee 23 
Dear & Co, late East st. Walworth, Grocers ae | 
Court Pet Nov28 Ord Dec % 


Evgrett, C H, formerly Gt St Andrew’s st High 
Court Pet Nov 11 Ord Dec 27 
FALcKE, MONTAGUE, late Warnford ct, Stockbroker 
High Court Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 27 
‘RIFFITHS, , address unknown, "Acting Manager 
toa & Theatrical Company High Comte Pet "Bec 
7 Ord Dec 27 
ITH, WILLIAM, Tasley, nr Bridgnorth, Salop, 
Farmer Madeley Pet Ord Dec 23 
TILES, CHARLES. Newport, Mon, Builder Newport 
Pet Dec 23 Ord Dec 
FREDERICE, eit Somerset, Carpenter 
pe 


Drury y Joteing House 
per High Court Ord es 


Kee 
Srumpy. J JOHN ROBERT, Middlesbrough, | Builder 
Middlesborough Pet Dec 23 Ord D 
Town, CHRISTOPHER EDWARD, Kentish Town rd, 
Schoolmaster Tigh Court Pet Dec 24 Ord Dec 24 
Wetis, EpWArD ARTHUR, LS Aaa Grocer 
Portsmouth Pet Dec2 Ord 
Woop & Co, Surbiton, Surrey, eaceed Dealers 
Kingston Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 23 


FIinST MEETINGS. 
OOK, OHARLES EDWARD, Stowell, Sousmmast, 
— Victualler Jan7ati1 Off Rec, Sa 


Dansy, Ropgert, Lower Tottenham, Commercial 


Traveller Ja 7 at 11 16 Room, 30 and 31, St. 
Swithin’s In 

EXLEey, WILL1AM, Otley, roa, Whitesmith Jan9 
at 2 '30 White Horse Hotel, Otley 

AMES, HENRY, jun.. Wells st, Oxtord st, Traveller 

m ° 8at230 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

| J onzgs, HuGH Davi, Ebenezer, ip mg Car- 
narvon, Grocer Jan 9 at 12.16 Court house, 


Bangor 
| Mmneprrn, WIM, Tasley, nr i Belignorth, Salop, 
Farmer Jan8 dk 2 oon ae, = ey 
CHARLES, Ass Builder Jan 9 at12 
Off Ree, 12, ‘Tredes apt Newport 
PATTINSON, JESSE N ANSON TayxtoR. Leeds. Com- 
mercial Traveller Jan Satii Off Rec, 22, Park 


w, Leeds 
| Spnostow, GEORGE, Queen’s Grom, Ds Dette. 5 peisest 
Manufacturer Jan7 at 10 30 may 
| TAELOR, Tuomas, and Tom | y es ar- 
nac orthamptonshire, Wheelwrights Jan 10 
at 12.30 Law Courts, New rd, Peterborough 
ILLIAMS, GEORGE aie Falmouth, Ship- 
— Jan 7 at 11.30 Off Rec, Boscawen st, 
ruro 


The following amended notice is substituted for that 
published in the London Gazette of Dec. 20. 

Tecepae, JANE, and MarTHa THOMAS, Aberystwith, 

Cardiganshire, Grocers Jan 16 at 12.30 Town- 

ball, Aberystwith 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
ADAMS, WiLLIAM, Witchampton, ry Wheel- 
wright Poole Pet Dec20 Ord D 
OCorraM, EpWIN, Bondgate, nr Ripo om — 
Northallerton Pet Nov 29 Ord Dec 23 
CUNNINGHAM, WALTER, and WILLIAM REUBEN Day, 
Leyton, Timber Merchants High Court Pet 
Novi4 Ord Dec 23 
ALL, Emmes, Oxford st, Restaurant Keeper High 
“Diet Pet Dec 20 Ord Dec 27 
L, HENRY STEPHENSON, Rossiter rd, Balham, 
Cierk to 0 Lit a Lithographer High Court Pet Dec 
rr 
KinastTow, easy, Lower Phillimore plac3, Ken- 
singtoa, Auctioneer High Court et Aug 26 


27 

ITH, WILLIAM, Bay f pr Brid perth Salo 
Farmer Madeley feo 28, Ord Dee 4 

Paprin, Spayaae, tus "ies at, Gray's i inn rd, 
<0 2 A. tationer High UVourt Pet Dec 20 Ord 


eC 

Smiru, FREDERICK, and THoMs4s WILLIAM BOULTER, 
Queen Victoria st, Mantle Manufacturers High 
Court Pet Dec 23 Ord Dec 23 

StorpY, JoHN RosBEkt, Middiesborough,, Builder 
emtemneanttinats Pet Dec 23 Ord Dec 








Town, CHRISTOPHFR EDWARD, Kentish “lomean 
nar peanaad High Court Pet Dec 4 di 


UPTON, Soanra PaRkKER, Bartholomew 3: + Kentish 
Town, Provision Merchant High © urt Pet 


Dec 21_Ord Dec 27 
ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 
EaGie. Epwarp Onay, Wix, Bradfield, Gt Oakley 
Farmer Colchester Adjud July 22 Annu 


AS, Bideford, Devon, bourer 
ud Oct % — Dec a8 
Hod tae, uilder Read! 
ul Dec 12 6 Adit 








SALE OF ENSUING WEEK, 


Jan. 8.—Mr, ALFRED RICHARDS, at the George Hote), 
Enfield Town, in the evening, Shares in the 
Gas Company (see advertisement, this week, p, 4), 





The Subscription to the SouicrroRs’ JOURNAL i 
—Town, 26s.; Country, 28%; with th 
WEEKLY REPORTER, 52s. Payment in advang 
include Double Numbers and Postage. Su. 
scribers can have their Volumes bound at th 
office—cloth, 2s. 6d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 


CONTENTS. 
cocces $8 


THE JURISDICTION OF COUNTY Oovars ovER ne 
MITTED ACTIONS OF OONTRACT -+-see .cesee sees 151 
NEXT PRESENTATIONS‘... 151 





PAPERS sseliainasikienbatien + 157 
WINDING-UP NOTIOME..00 eaten 00cm s+ssdege vende 
Caanesian Boreas. Sebecenencocess eecedseeddessinie 





All letters ‘intended fer publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE feet MAKERS 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of 
ch, Corporation of London, &o, 





Her Maj 
a oe 


BOBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs a Gouus for 
see y Resinwars, , Town Clerks, 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY AND CLERGY GOWNS, 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


HODGKINSON & CO.'S 
HAND-MADE BRIEF, FOOLSCAP, 
and other PAPERS, 
THE MOST SUITABLE FOR SOLICITORS. 
Can be obtained alain all Stationers. 











THELAW GUARANTEE & TRUST SOCIETY, 


SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL, £1, 000, ,000. 


HEAD Ofrice: 9, Serle-strect, Lincoln’ #inn, Londen, 


The Hon. EAR POLLOCK. 
The Hon. Mr. JUSTICE KAY. 


Travellers 


Sppeumanente, where required ; 
a—LUNACY VOMMI 
%,~A DMINISTR. 
Il—ADMIRALTY BAIL BONDS granted 
Ill. —~MOR™Z GAGE INSURANCES effected. 


1.—FIDELITY GUARANTEES, iven on behalf of Clerks, Cashiers, 
ellers, and on behalf f of Trustees in Bankruptcy, Liqui- | 
dators and Receivers AK 2», egiey Court, and all persons holding Government | for Debenture an 


LIMITED. 





PAID-UP CAPITAL, £100,000. 


General Manager and Secretary, THOS, R. RONALD. 
The H 


on, Mr. JUSTIOED. 


The Hon, Mr. JUSTICE GRANTHAM, 


- OBJECTS OF THE SOCIETY: 


<—TIT’ 


or in those to 


Vil GUARANTEED 
VIIL—CONTRAOTS GUARAN' 


1V.—DEBENTURES and BANK DEPOSITS insur 
Pea act ine wos DEBENTURES, &c, The Soctuty acts as Truste 


her Loans 
V1 TRUSTERSHIE. The Societ; ain 
TIEEN’ BONDS granted. ther in existing Trusts 
ATION BONDS entered into at moderate rates. ve d 


pepaned te to be appointed Truste 
ter create: 
See peony Prospectus.) 
t defect in same), 
D (as to due performance) 


For farther particulars apply to the Head Office, as above, or to any of the Branches :— 


Orry: 9, %t. Mildred’ s-court, ra EO. Mancnnerne : 


Brigrou : 


61, King-street. Lavenrooi: 6, York-buildings, 14, Dale-street. BimMiInguam: 104, Colmore-row. | 
9, Olare-strect Evinnunon ; 63, Georgestreet, GLASGOW: 18, Roy 


al Exchange-square, 








